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ἰδίαις μούσαις 


πρῶτον μὲν βούλομαι γενέσθαι τὰ περὶ τὸ μουσεῖον 
καὶ τὰς ϑεὰς συντελεσθῆναι κἂν εἴ τι ἄλλο 
δύναται περὶ αὐτὰς ἐπικοσμηϑῆναι πρὸς τὸ κάλλιον 


ἔπειτα τὴν Ἀριστοτέλους εἰκόνα τεϑῆναι εἰς τὸ ἱερόν 


Θεοφράστου διαθήκη (Diog. Laert. V,51) 


quid? Theophrastus mediocriterne delectat, 
cum tractat locos ab Aristotele ante tractatos? 


Cicero, De finibus 1.6 
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PREFACE 


The short essay On First Principles by Theophrastus, thought to have been 
known in the manuscript tradition as his Metaphysics because it was 
transmitted together with the books that came after Aristotles Physics 
(τῶν μετὰ τὰ Φυσικά), occupies a distinctive position among ancient 
Greek philosophical writings in two ways. It survives in a rich and varied 
manuscript tradition that includes two early Greek manuscripts from 
the ninth and tenth centuries, a medieval Arabic translation from the 
ninth, a medieval Latin translation from the thirteenth, and a host of 
Renaissance manuscripts—including an Aldine edition that has been 
rightly regarded as a codex optimus—in which generations of hardly 
negligible Greek scribes and scholars tried their hands at correcting by 
conjecture the perceived inaccuracies or corruptions in the text. It is also 
in the enviable position of being arguably one of the most closely studied 
and scrutinized of all extant ancient Greek philosophical writings: it has 
enjoyed a number of pre-modern editions, three modern editions by the 
most respected scholars of Greek and of ancient philosophy— the latest 
barely fifteen years ago (Usener 1890, Ross and Fobes 1929; Laks & Most 
1993)—, two shorter commentaries (Ross and Laks & Most) and two 
more extensive ones (van Raalte and Henrich), and a fair number of 
modern translations into most European languages, including Greek. In 
sheer numbers of pages of study and commentary in proportion to the 
dozen or so full pages of Greek text, the attention it has commanded is 
impressive, if not unique. 

Under these circumstances the question is reasonably asked why there 
is need for yet another commented edition. To give a general answer 
first, I will refer to the recent discussion of the very question by Jacques 
Brunschwig, "Do We Need New Editions of Ancient Philosophy?"! For 
two of the three major reasons given by Brunschwig, the answer in this 
case is a resounding yes. The indirect tradition—the medieval Arabic 
and Latin translations—is rich in evidence of significance for the edition, 


! [n R.W. Sharples, ed., Perspectives on Greek Philosophy, Aldershot: Ashgate, 2003, 
50-69. 
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while re-reading the known witnesses in the light of this evidence has 
yielded some superior ways to understand the text. The Latin translation 
in particular has been unjustifiably neglected (it gives us, for one, the 
original title of the work), while the Arabic translation, though already 
used to good effect by M. Crubellier in the latest edition of Laks & 
Most, has many more riches to offer when analyzed in detail. Specifically, 
and briefly put, the Arabic translation, which derives from a different 
transliteration of an uncial exemplar than does the rest of the tradition, 
gives us access to a Greek manuscript tradition that is different and 
older than that of our earliest extant manuscripts, the famous Viennese 
(J) and Parisian (E) manuscripts of Aristotle. As a result, it gives us 
over thirty new and superior readings (Part I, Chapter 2.2 below)—a 
sizeable number given the brevity of the text. In some of these cases, 
it corroborates suggestions and emendations made by scholars, notably 
those by Usener. And in view of the fact that it was made by one of the 
premier translators of Greek philosophical texts, Ishaq ibn-Hunayn, it 
provides a glimpse into the way in which the text was understood by a 
scholar of the first classical renaissance, that in ‘Abbasid Baghdad, who 
was close in both time and approach to the last phase of live Greek 
philosophy in late antiquity. 

Re-reading the witnesses already used by my predecessors, in the con- 
text of the firmer understanding of the transmission of the text pro- 
vided by the Arabic and Latin translations, gives us new confidence in 
the soundness of the paradosis, the text as transmitted in the Greek 
manuscripts, and enables us better to identify the primitive errors of the 
archetype (Part I, Chapter 2.5 below) and locate their place with greater 
precision. As a result, it has been possible to recognize as authentic and 
retain a number of readings previously considered corrupt and to offer 
corrections more consistent with the transmitted text. This edition is the 
most conservative of all previous ones in adhering to the text of the para- 
dosis. 

To give a more particular answer to Brunschwig’s question, I should 
add that a related purpose of this study is to draw the attention of classical 
scholars to the real value of medieval Arabic translations, whenever 
extant, for the establishment of the Greek text. It is no exaggeration to 
say that there has been among scholars of Greek a certain hesitation, 
beyond the understandable one induced by the requirement of mastering 
Arabic, to engage with these translations, perhaps because of what is 
perceived to be “the fog and darkness of the Arabic text,’ in the words 
of Barnes 1997, 26. It is true that Barnes was talking about the text of the 
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Arabic translation of Ptolemy’s (“al-Gharib”) life and works of Aristotle, 
and not of all Arabic translations, but the perception has been quite 
prevalent. Arabic translations, like many a Greek and Latin text, may 
be clear or foggy and dark, depending on the case, but this has to be 
properly assessed and not simply stated. In the case of the libraries of 
both Aristotle and Theophrastus, with whose fate Barnes was concerned 
in that article, it is particularly inappropriate to call “foggy” Ptolemy's 
Arabic text, perhaps the one single document that reports something 
reliable and concrete about the work of Andronicus, when all the Greek 
evidence on the matter is darker than anything that Heraclitus himself 
could have produced. 

On the other hand, to be fair, it must also be stated that part of the 
problem is that the cause of the Arabic translations has been badly served 
by those who studied them, generating the impression of their "fog and 
darkness"? And this applies also to the present work by Theophrastus, the 
value of whose Arabic translation was not properly appreciated, which 
led to some negative assessments.^ It is actually a reliable translation, 
or, to put it more accurately, it is a useful translation to mine for the 
underlying Greek text. Crubellier’s work in the Laks & Most edition has 
gone some way in establishing that, and I have followed the road to its 
end in the present study. 


2 The complaint against the disinclination by classical scholars to engage with Arabic 
was voiced already over half a century ago by Richard Walzer, and indeed in connection 
with the very Essay by Theophrastus edited in this volume: “Theophrastus’ metaphysical 
fragment was re-edited, in Oxford, about 25 years ago, by two of the most distinguished 
workers in this field [Ross and Fobes]. Both of them were unaware of the fact that 
the Arabic text exists in the Bodleian library and had been treated by the late Laudian 
professor of Arabic [Margoliouth], in a paper published in 1892" (“On the Legacy of the 
Classics in the Islamic World, Festschrift Bruno Snell, München: C.H. Beck, 1956, 189- 
196, reprinted in his Greek into Arabic, Oxford: Bruno Cassirer, 1962, 35). It would be 
inaccurate to say that not much has changed since then, but the problem remains: the 
corner has not been turned yet, and classics departments are not rushing to teach Arabic 
as the third classical language, at least for students in Greek philosophy and science. 
Whence the aspirations of the present study. 

? For example, and again in the case of the lives of Aristotle, by the work of Düring 
1957, for a critique of whose statements on the Arabic evidence see my article, "Ihe 
Spurious and the Authentic in the Arabic Lives of Aristotle? in Pseudo-Aristotle in the 
Middle Ages. The Theology and Other Texts, ed. by J. Kraye, W.F. Ryan, and C.B. Schmitt 
[Warburg Institute Surveys and Texts, 11], London, 1986, pp. 15-36; reprinted in Gutas 
2000, no. VI. 

4 Like that expressed by van Raalte 113n6, that we should be warned “against putting 
too much faith in this source.” 
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The main issue, or task, is that Arabic translations have to be evalu- 
ated and properly assessed and mined case by case. To that end, when it 
was suggested to me that I prepare critical editions of both the Greek and 
Arabic texts of this work by Theophrastus, I accepted mainly because I 
saw that the same person working on both texts would offer the oppor- 
tunity to lay down some ground rules and procedures about the proper 
method to be followed in Graeco-Arabic editions. These procedures, as 
they developed in the course of my study, are presented in the Excursus 
at the end of Part I. 

This new edition of On First Principles by Theophrastus thus offers, 
within the covers of a single volume, the Greek text—a more conservative 
one, with renewed faith in the soundness of the paradosis—as well as all 
the evidence that can be used for its establishment: a simultaneous critical 
edition of the medieval Arabic translation and a diplomatic edition of the 
medieval Latin translation. In this way a sound editorial practice that was 
initiated over a century ago has now reached its full implementation. My 
one true predecessor, the pioneer D.S. Margoliouth of Oxford, prepared 
critical editions of both the Greek text of the Poetics and its medieval 
Arabic translation, but he did it in separate publications and without 
systematically using the one for the benefit of the other.” In all other cases 
where the Arabic evidence has been used in editions of Greek works, 
either the Greek and the Arabic texts were edited separately by different 
scholars or the Greek text has not survived.° It is my hope that the 
benefits of the single-author approach adopted in this study will become 
sufficiently evident as to recommend it to all editors of Greek works that 
exist in medieval Arabic translations, most notably those of Aristotle and 


5 D.S. Margoliouth, Analecta orientalia ad poeticam Aristoteleam, London: D. Nutt, 
1887, and The Poetics of Aristotle, London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1911. 

$ To give a brief review of the most salient publications, A. Gudeman edited again 
the Greek text of the Poetics (Berlin 1934) making full use of J. Tkatsch’s earlier edition 
of the Arabic translation (Vienna 1928-1932), though due to the disparate approaches 
and understanding of proper procedures by the two scholars the result was less than sat- 
isfactory. L. Minio-Paluello’s 1949 Oxford edition of the Categories and De interpreta- 
tione made use of the Syriac translations edited by Kh. Georr (Beyrouth 1948), but the 
extent to which the Arabic version has yet to offer new information remains to be seen. 
R. Walzer edited the Arabic translation of Galen’s On Medical Experience (Oxford 1944), 
but the Greek text has not survived; and the same applies to the magisterial pentapla edi- 
tion by Η.]. Drossaart Lulofs and E.L.J. Poortman of Nicolaus Damascenuss De plantis 
(Amsterdam 1989). Finally, collections of fragments of ancient authors also started using 
the Arabic evidence— notably A. Smith's Teubner edition (1993) of Porphyry’s fragments 
(though D. Wasserstein provided only the English translation but not the Arabic text), 
and FHS&G-— but in these cases again the Greek text has not survived. 
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Galen. It is also my hope that the methodological ground rules laid down 
in the Excursus will be followed by future scholars and, most importantly, 
improved; for the Graeco-Arabist, they provide a test case of editorial 
procedures that will be of benefit to Arabists and classicists alike. 

The Arabic translation, in addition to its value for the establishment 
of the Greek text, is a wonderful document also because it represents the 
first extant commentary on the text of Theophrastus. Here we can watch 
a colleague from the past—and this is particularly meaningful to those of 
us who have tackled the Greek text either to edit or translate it or both— 
grapple with the very same problems that we faced, and either admire his 
perspicacity when we deem him to have been right in his interpretation, 
especially considering the conditions under which he worked—can any 
modern scholar imagine working on an edition of any Greek text without 
LSJ, Kühner-Gerth, or, in Aristotelian studies, without Bonitz (and now, 
TLG)?—or be humbled by his mistakes in the secret hope that what now 
appears to us as the obviously right interpretation will not be shown by 
a future scholar to have been just as erroneous. After spending many 
(perhaps too many) hours in the company of Ishaq trying together to 
solve the numerous problems presented by the text of Theophrastus, I 
have felt the barriers of time, place, and language that separate us dissolve 
and leave behind just the sheer enjoyment of shared scholarship, both 
philological and philosophical. 
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PART I 


INTRODUCTION TO THE TEXTS 


CHAPTER ONE 


INTRODUCTION TO THE ESSAY! 


1. Date of Composition 


His deathbed complaint about the brevity of human life notwithstand- 
ing, Theophrastus lived to a ripe old age (372 / 370-288 / 286 BC)? In the 
course of the 85 years of his life, the Greek speaking world in which he 
grew and was intellectually, socially, and historically formed, saw tremen- 
dous changes. Before he was even fifty, the Greek city states which, as city 
states, constituted the only political formation he knew, lost their inde- 
pendence under Macedonian domination after the battle of Chaironeia 
(338), while the great empire of the Persian King of Kings that had 
dominated Greek history for some centuries was destroyed by Alexan- 
der, the former student of his teacher and colleague, Aristotle. And he 
lived for close to another forty years after these events to see the suc- 
cessor states founded by Alexander's generals take root and change for- 
ever the political and cultural scene of the Greek world and the East- 
ern Mediterranean. In his personal life, he went from his birthplace in 
the obscure village of Eresos in southwest Lesbos to become, after many 
turns, the scholarch of the Peripatos, a position he held for a good thirty- 
five years. But it was the changes in intellectual history that were the 
most dramatic. In his lifetime, and for the most part through his par- 
ticipation, philosophy developed from the early literary Socratic mus- 
ings of Plato to a dominant—indeed, domineering—and established dis- 
cipline of higher thought whose practice was already pursued, with dif- 
ferent orientations and methods, in four distinct areas of Athens, the 
Academy, the Lyceum, the Stoa, and the Garden. As a young man he 


! For the sake of brevity I will be referring to the work edited and studied in this book 
as the Essay. 

2 Tn anticipation of the commentary volume on the biographical material in FHS&G, 
see the critical assessment of the sources on the life of Theophrastus by Mejer 1998, 
complemented by Dorandi 1998. For the deathbed complaints of Theophrastus see fr. 34 
FHS&G. 
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may have heard Plato (we are not certain), but when he went (back?) to 
Athens with Aristotle in 335, Speusippus had already been succeeded by 
Xenocrates as head of the Academy, and later, when he was himself head 
of the Peripatos, his colleagues in the Academy were still Xenocrates and 
then Polemon. He was, moreover, the older contemporary of Zeno, the 
founder of Stoicism,* and of Epicurus.? The crucial period of the founda- 
tion of ancient philosophy—of all philosophy—which we read and study, 
Theophrastus lived through and helped form. Given the rapid evolution 
of philosophy during this lengthy period, the question of the date on 
which his Essay on first principles was written is of singular importance 
for its understanding and evaluation. 

In the absence of an independent source dating the Essay, its contents 
and their relation to current ideas and the works of Theophrastus’s con- 
temporaries have from the very beginning constituted the means to esti- 
mate the time of its composition. The fact that in the Essay Theophras- 
tus is prima facie seen as criticizing two of Aristotles signature theories, 
the unmoved mover and teleology, coupled with what I interpret as an 
inability on the part of most scholars to entertain even the possibility that 
a disciple could conceivably criticize his master—and indeed the philo- 
sophical genius of all time—during the master’s lifetime, led early to the 
view, which has survived until very recently, that the Essay was written 
after the death of Aristotle in 322. But already in 1962, in a study of spon- 
taneous generation, Balme suggested that the Essay may be earlier than 
Aristotles De generatione animalium and Historia animalium V-VI, and 


3 For a summary of earlier views see Gaiser 1985, 24-26. Only Diogenes Laertius 
mentions, twice, that Theophrastus studied with Plato, at 111.46 and V.36. In the former 
passage, in the biography of Plato, he ascribes the report to anonymous sources (ἔνιοι 
... φασιν), which makes it dubious, although in the latter, in the biography proper of 
Theophrastus, he is categorical (πρῶτον μὲν ἤκουσεν Αλκίππου ... ἐν τῇ πατρίδι, εἶτ᾽ 
ἀκούσας Πλάτωνος μετέστη πρὸς Ἀριστοτέλην). It is highly unlikely that aS-Sahrastäni 
(d. 1153), the only other author that states that Theophrastus was a student of Plato 
(fr. 241c FHS&G), had an independent source worthy of credence. Nevertheless, the 
evidence in Diogenes Laertius cannot be easily waived away, while the question itself is 
also related to the other question about the presence of Theophrastus in Assos after Platos 
death; see the sensible discussions of the material by Mejer 1998, 17-19 and Dorandi 
1998, 33, and cf. note 10 below. 

^ See Long 1998. 

5 See Sedley 1998. 

$ Berti 2002, 339-341 gives a very useful summary of the history of this debate, 
which I mostly follow. The list of the supporters of a post-Aristotelian date for the Essay 
include Jaeger 1923, 374; Ross p. xxv; Regenbogen 1940, 1393; Tricot p. viii; Theiler 
1958,102/ 292; Reale 1964, 131; van Raalte 1988, 198; van Raalte 24-25; Romani 1994, 
12; Dillon 2002, 176n4. 
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in 1971 D. Frede was able to show that Theophrastuss criticism of the 
unmoved mover is directed at an earlier stage of that theory. Other stud- 
ies followed along these lines, to the point that today the early date of 
composition of the Essay has found wide acceptance. 

The main argument in support of this revised view has been that 
Theophrastus is arguing either in favor of or against positions held by 
Aristotle earlier in his life, or that, had Theophrastus known the mature 
works by Aristotle at the end of the latter’s career, he could not have writ- 
ten what he did, in fact, write. Briefly to review this evidence, the follow- 
ing arguments and passages in the Essay indicate that the Aristotelian 
work to which they correspond had not yet been composed and that this 
work was actually a response to Theophrastuss aporetic discussion, and 
thus temporally posterior. 

Arguably the most telling characteristic of the Essay in this regard, as 
Devereux 1988 has shown, is the fact that Theophrastus knows nothing of 
the central and latest books of Aristotle's Metaphysics but concentrates all 
his comments on the older books and especially on book Lambda.’ Reale 
1964, 127-133, also studied the close connection between the Essay and 
Book Lambda but, assuming the Essay to be post-Aristotelian, wanted 
to argue in favor of a late date for Lambda. However, the early date of 
Lambda can hardly be disputed on many grounds, including the evidence 
from the Essay. In addition, the passage on astronomy at 5a22 in the 
Essay, which can be completed with the help of the Arabic translation, 
points unmistakably to Lambda 8, making this much discussed chapter 
of Book Lambda contemporary with the early date of the rest of the 
Book.’ 

Following the lead of Balme, Most 1988a analyzed ten biological pas- 
sages, which are problematic for Aristotelian teleology, discussed at 
10b7-20 and 11a10-12 in the Essay. As Most demonstrated, some of the 
difficulties raised by Theophrastus were subsequently resolved by Aris- 
totle in the De partibus animalium and De generatione animalium, thus 
establishing the earlier date of the Essay. 

In a similar vein, Devereux 1988 pointed to other features in the Essay 
which reflect discussions of passages in the early books of Aristotle's 


7 Theophrastus’s use of Lambda was already documented by Zeller 1877, 148. 

8 Thus justifying the skepticism of Krämer 1973, 214n44 (“die Spätdatierung von A 8 
unbewiesen und m.E. unbeweisbar ist”); see further the commentary on the first Aporia 
in Part III below. Frede 2000, 47-49 summarized the arguments in favor of an early and 
unified Book Lambda; cf. also Devereux 1988, 173 and note 33. 
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Metaphysics and of other early works but not the later ones, as in the 
case of the relation of focal meaning in analyses of knowledge (pp. 183- 
184). To these may be added the following from my analysis of the Essay. 
At 5b7-10 Theophrastus raised a problem about the motion initiated 
by the unmoved mover as the object of desire, a problem directed at 
Aristotle's Metaphysics A 7, 1072226. Aristotle responded in the De anima 
Γιο, 433b13-28, refining his position (see the commentary following 
Diaporia 8.1 in Part III below). Again, at 5b10-6a5 Theophrastus asked 
whether and how the influence of the first cause can penetrate into the 
sublunar realm and benefit the natural world; Aristotle responded in 
De generatione et corruptione B 10, 336b25-337a7 (see the commentary 
following Diaporia 10.1 in Part III below). In all these cases the temporal 
priority of the Essay is established by the fact that had the works by 
Aristotle in which these issues are resolved already been written and 
available to Theophrastus when he was writing the Essay, he could not 
have raised the objections or difficulties that he did. 

All of the evidence listed above indicates that the Essay was written 
before Metaphysics UZHO, De generatione et corruptione, De anima, De 
partibus animalium, De generatione animalium, and Historia animalium 
V-VI. This means, essentially, that it was written before the major literary 
activity of Aristotle after his return to Athens in 335 BC. Specifically, it has 
been argued by P. Louis that De partibus animalium was written around 
330, and by Ross that De anima was written after 334.? Accordingly the 
date of composition of the Essay, since it was written before both De 
partibus animalium and De anima, must be around 334. These dates are 
not precise to the year, naturally, but the bulk of the evidence makes it 
indisputable that the Essay must have been written at the latest at the 
very beginning of Aristotles second and final stay in Athens (between 
335 and 323). 

This dating is fixed on the basis of the relation established by some 
scholars between the Essay and the works of Aristotle. Others have 
arrived at a similar assessment when considering the relations of Theo- 
phrastus with the Academy. Krámer 1973 in particular (as also, ear- 
lier, Krámer 1971, 12n41) documented the constant presence of "the 
Pythagorean-clad Platonism of the Academy" in the background—and 
not only—throughout the Essay, and especially the prominent place 


? P. Louis, ed., Aristote. Les parties des animaux, Paris: Les Belles Lettres 1957, p. xvii; 
Ross 1961, 11, where the date of Aristotles return to Athens is misprinted as 325 instead 
of 335. 
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accorded to the ideas of Speusippus, so that he could suggest (p. 214) 
that the Essay chronologically should be located in a period when the 
philosophy of Speusippus (d. 339) was still very much alive. Indeed 
Kramer asked a very important question (p. 213), whether the proximity 
to Platonic positions that are seen in the Essay (for example, the favorable 
presentation by Theophrastus of the unwritten Platonic doctrine of the 
one and indefinite dyad at 11b1 ff.; see the commentary in Part III below) 
is a return to Platonism or indicative of an earlier stage in Theophrastus 
development, corresponding to that of the early Aristotle. Given the 
conclusion arrived at in the preceding paragraph about the latest date 
on which the Essay could have been written (ca. 334), the first alternative 
in Krämer’s question can be safely excluded. Similar conclusions were 
reached by Berti (2002, preprint) when discussing the positions exhibited 
in the Essay about the movement of the heavens and the knowledge of 
the first principles. In addition to these studies, that Theophrastus in the 
Essay was philosophically close to Platonic positions is also shown by 
the fact that he seems to use the word παράδειγµα (at 7b2), meaning 
“paradigmatic” cause in the Platonic sense, much as it was used by 
Aristotle only in his esoteric works and once only in the earliest part of 
the Physics (194b26), which date from Aristotle's first residence in Athens 
(see the commentary on 7b2 below in Part III). All this then raises the 
next question, whether it is possible to date the Essay even earlier than 
334 BC. 

In his landmark study on the development of the natural philosophy 
of Theophrastus and Aristotle, Gaiser 1985, 86, dated Aristotles De gen- 
eratione et corruptione and Meteorology I-III, or at least their preliminary 
versions, to the period of Aristotles residence in Assos (347-345), right 
after the death of Plato. Following the majority opinion (summarized 
on pp. 24-26), Gaiser maintained that Theophrastus also was present in 
Assos at the time, a thesis which his study was expressly intended further 
to corroborate (p. 27). Assuming that this is so,'? and if, as mentioned 


10 There is no independent evidence for Theophrastus’s sojourn in Assos other than 
two mutilated papyri texts, in one of which the name of Theophrastus may appear 
in association with Assos (Didymus, In Demosthenem commenta, col. 5,54 Pearson- 
Stephens) and in the other it may be implied (Philodemus, PHerc. 1021, col. V1), 
both assessed positively by Gaiser 1985, 9-17 (and repeated by K. Gaiser, Philodems 
Academica, Stuttgart-Bad Cannstatt: Frommann-Holzboog, 1988, 161 and 380), but 
reviewed negatively by A.M. Battegazzore, "Il Theophrast in Assos di Konrad Gaiser, 
Elenchos 10 (1989) 217-230, at 217-220. Nevertheless, Gaiser’s overall thesis can hardly 
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above, Aristotle's De generatione et corruptione responds to the Essay by 
Theophrastus, then there is a very real possibility that the latter was also 
written during the same period in Assos. Furthermore, if, as I suggest in 
the commentary, the word ἀταχτοτέρα at 4a4 in the Essay refers to or is 
an echo of Aristotles ἀτακτοτέραν in Meteorology 338b20, and Meteorol- 
ogy I-III was also composed in Assos, then so was Theophrastuss Essay. 

These considerations make it certainly possible, and very much prob- 
able, that the Essay may have been written in Assos, giving us 347 as the 
earliest date of composition. Accordingly, it can be maintained with as 
much certainty as is possible in such cases that Theophrastuss On First 
Principles was written in the period between 347 and 334. Beyond this 
we have no hard and fast evidence that will allow us to be more precise, 
but only personal—and considered, I might add—views. Mine is that it 
was written in Assos. Among considerations based on evaluation of the 
nature and purpose of the Essay (for a full discussion see section 3 below 
in this chapter), the following are of relevance. 

The fourteen-year span between 347 and 334 covers a turbulent period 
in the lives of Aristotle and Theophrastus. After the first two or three 
years in Assos, which were possibly the most settled ones, they spent 
another two or three in Mytilene, and then the rest in Macedonia, where 
Aristotle was tutoring Alexander, before their eventual return to Athens 
in 335. The years in Assos have been seen as a continuation of the 
philosophical climate and milieu ofthe Academy: Jaeger 1948, 115, called 
the gathering of philosophers there “a colony of the Athenian Academy, 
... the foundation of the school of Aristotle,’ and Gaiser 1985, 89, agreed. 
During this period Speusippus was head of the Academy in Athens, while 
Xenocrates was most probably with Aristotle and Theophrastus in Assos. 
And these are precisely the dramatis personae in the Essay: Plato and 
the Pythagoreans who provide the framework—with the Pythagoreans 
Archytas and Eurytus actually mentioned by name—Speusippus and 


be discounted both on its own merits and on the basis of other circumstantial evidence, 
adumbrated by Dorandi 1998, 31-33. There is, finally, the added consideration that it 
would seem improbable that Theophrastus could have had as good an inside knowledge 
of, or especially a personal stake in, the discussions in the Academy, as indicated in this 
very Essay and as just described in the preceding paragraph, had he met Aristotle for 
the first time only when the latter came to Mytilene after Assos in 345, and had actually 
been present in an Academic environment for the first time in his life only when Aristotle 
returned to Athens in 335. 
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Xenocrates, and Aristotle, of course, and his new theories about the 
unmoved mover and teleology; that the pre-Socratics are but marginal at 
best, as Kramer 1973, 208 observed, is further indication that the Essay 
is not so much a systematic run-through of all opinions on the subject of 
first principles but a presentation of the views held by the people actually 
participating in the discussion, either in person or by proxy, because they 
set the stage for its very terms. 

It is difficult to see the same kind of environment that would be con- 
ducive to the production of a work like the Essay being also present in 
either Mytilene or Macedonia. In particular, would the sense of proxim- 
ity to Academic positions we witness in the Essay have persisted dur- 
ing those long years of Theophrastuss close association with only Aristo- 
tle, and after the death of Speusippus (339) and away from Xenocrates? 
As for the first year after the return of the two philosophers to Athens 
in 335, by that time they had been working together for over fourteen 
years, if not more, and the kind of critical discussion of Aristotle's ear- 
lier metaphysical theories that one finds in the Essay would have already 
taken place between them; besides, by that time Aristotle would have 
developed some ofthe later metaphysical ideas, and Theophrastus would 
have known about them. For in the opening of the Essay Theophras- 
tus, very much like Aristotle in the early book Alpha of the Metaphysics, 
is still grappling with the very name of the discipline in which he is 
engaged, which he simply calls ἢ τῶν πρώτων θεωρία, showing no 
awareness that Aristotle had tried calling it, in the later books of the 
Metaphysics, in a variety of ways (see the commentary on 4a3 below in 
Part IIT). For all these considerations, as an aporetic essay historically 
situated at the beginning of Aristotles new thinking about metaphys- 
ical subjects, whose function as a dialectical exercise is intended pre- 
cisely to promote and abet that thinking, the Essay finds its intellectual 
and historical context better in Assos in 347-345 than in Athens after 
335. 


2. Title and Transmission 


Two problems relating to the title of the Essay have dogged scholar- 
ship from the very beginning. One is its very name, given the glaring 
historical anachronism of the transmitted title, μετὰ và φυσικά (if this 
transmitted title is taken to refer to Theophrastuss work, as it almost 
universally has been), since this particular title was given to Aristotles 
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work by that name only in the first century Bc when his extant corpus 
was published.!! The second is the unusual—and to some, inexplicable— 
syntax of the transmitted title itself, Θεοφράστου τῶν μετὰ và φυσι- 
κάν” in which something has been thought to be missing. Furthermore, 
and ironically, a very helpful and learned Scholium added by some per- 
son (or persons) at the end of the Essay in some manuscripts, some- 
thing which normally would have helped resolve the issue, has actu- 
ally compounded the problem, due to difficulties in its interpretation. 
Much ink has been spilt on all these issues, but inevitably they must 
be revisited, for none of the proposed solutions has found universal 
acceptance or is, in my estimation, satisfactory. First, it is necessary 
to provide what may be taken at this stage of scholarship to be the 
ascertained evidence on the basis of which a solution can be sought. 
There is, to begin with, the text and translation of the Scholium, sepa- 
rated into its three components (the capitalization of the Greek text is 
mine): 


[a] Θεοφράστου τῶν μετὰ τὰ Φυσικά. 


[b] Τοῦτο τὸ βιβλίον Ανδρόνικος μὲν καὶ Ἕρμιππος ἀγνοοῦσιν, οὐδὲ 
γὰρ μνείαν αὐτοῦ ὅλως πεποίηνται ἐν τῇ ἀναγραφῇ τῶν Θεοφράστου 
βιβλίων: Νικόλαος δὲ ἐν τῇ ϑεωρίᾳ τῶν Ἀριστοτέλους μετὰ và Φυσικὰ 
μνημονεύει αὐτοῦ λέγων εἶναι Θεοφράστου. 


[c] Εἰσὶ δ᾽ ἐν αὐτῷ oiov προδιαπορίαι τινὲς ὀλίγαι τῆς ὅλης πραγματεί- 
ας. 


[a] [The book] by Theophrastus of those [that come] after [Aristotle's] 
Physics. 


!! According to the most plausible assessment of the evidence. The occurrence of the 
title µεταφυσικά in the anonymous “Hesychius” catalogue of Aristotle's writings (no. 111) 
can be thought to be earlier than the first century Bc Roman edition only if the text is 
emended to read, μετὰ (τὰ) φυσικά. The form μεταφυσικά as such is much later and 
thus can be seen in the “Hesychius” list only as an interpolation, perhaps by Hesychius 
himself. See the discussion of the evidence by M. Narcy in DPhA Supplement 226. 

12 The Paris. Gr. 1853 (P) omits τὰ in the title by haplography, but has it in the Scholium 
at the end. 

13 The Scholium has been studied repeatedly, and in detail, not only with reference 
to this Essay by Theophrastus but also in a number of other contexts; see, among the 
most relevant discussions for Theophrastus, Usener 1861, 259-260; Rose 1863, 183- 
185; Ross pp. ix-x; Jaeger 1932, 289-292; Kley 14-15; Jaeger, ed. Metaphysics, pp. vi- 
vii; Regenbogen 1940, 1366-1367, 1389; Theiler 1958, 102/292; Drossaart Lulofs 1969, 
27-30; Burnikel 123-130; Berti 1982, 13-14; Vuillemin-Diem 1982, 173-198; Vuillemin- 
Diem 1995, 308-325; Hecquet-Devienne 2004, 171-183. 
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[b] Andronicus and Hermippus do not know this book, for they make no 
mention of it at all in the list of Theophrastus’s books; Nicolaus, though, 
does mention it in his study of Aristotles [books that come] after the 
Physics, saying that it is by Theophrastus. 


[c] It contains some few “pre-diaporiae,”!* so to speak, relating to the entire 
treatise. 


(a) The manuscript transmission of the Essay as Aristotelian together with 
the books of Aristotles Metaphysics 


The Scholium itself, however it is understood, clearly puts Theophrastuss 
Essay in close proximity to Aristotle’s Metaphysics, as is also obvious from 
the environment in which the work was transmitted in the manuscripts. 
In both of our oldest and most reliable independent Greek manuscripts, 
the Parisinus gr. 1853 (P) and the Vindobonensis phil. gr. 100 (J), the 
Essay is found together with the major physical, ethical, and metaphysical 
Aristotelian treatises. The contents of P are, in order, Aristotle’s Physics, 
De caelo, De generatione et corruptione, Meteorology, De anima, De sensu 
et sensibilibus, De memoria et reminiscentia, De somno et vigilia, De div- 
inatione per somnium, De motu animalium, Metaphysics, Theophrastus’s 
Essay, the pseudo-Aristotelian De coloribus, Aristotle's De partibus ani- 
malium, De generatione animalium, De incessu animalium, Ethica Nico- 
machea, Magna moralia. In J the order is, Physics, De caelo, De genera- 
tione et corruptione, Meteorology, Theophrastuss Essay, Aristotles Meta- 
physics. In P the Essay follows that of Aristotle, in J it precedes it. On the 
basis of her lengthy research on P and especially on the text of the Meta- 
physics in it, Hecquet-Devienne 2004 concluded in a convincing fashion 
that the order of these treatises in P is old and that it reflects the "state of 
the Lyceum library, which bears witness to ongoing research,’ before the 
death of Aristotle. Her conclusions corroborate those of Most 1988a and 


14 A “pre-diaporia’, rendering the Greek προδιαπορία, is a preliminary run-through 
of an aporia. I have kept the Greek form because it is a technical term and, in the Greek, 
apparently a neologism. See the discussion on the Scholium in the commentary in Part III 
below. As for aporia (and its cognates, the verb ἀπορέω and the adjective ἄπορος), I keep 
the word, which is accepted in English. The cluster of concepts surrounding the word are 
crucial in the philosophies of both Aristotle and Theophrastus, and no single English 
word expresses them adequately. I follow Arthur Madigan, Alexander of Aphrodisias. On 
Aristotles Metaphysics 2 & 3, Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1992, 87n3, who 
examines the concept and refers to the discussion by J. Owens, The Doctrine of Being 
in the Aristotelian Metaphysics, Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Medieval Studies, 19637, 
211-219. For its importance in this Essay see below in this chapter, section 3. 
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mine mentioned in the preceding section: Theophrastuss Essay “consti- 
tutes Theophrastuss contribution to a ‘first’ Metaphysics by Aristotle,” a 
contribution which helped Aristotle take into account the issues raised 
by Theophrastus and partly respond to them. The Essay was accord- 
ingly not integrated into the works of Theophrastus and the lists of his 
works because it formed part of ongoing research in the Lyceum (p. 186). 
As Hecquet-Devienne puts it, the Paris manuscript “may be indeed the 
descendant of a copy of Aristotelian writings that corroborates a state 
of the research in the Lyceum before Aristotle achieved the revision of 
his works on (the) basis of contributions by other philosophers of the 
school" (p. 189). This revision seems to be clearly reflected in the pro- 
grammatic opening paragraph of Aristotles Meteorology (338a-339a9) 
where he mentions Physics, De caelo, and De generatione et corruptione 
as having been completed, Meteorology as the work at hand, and the ani- 
mal and plant treatises as still to be written. This order corresponds quite 
closely to the order of the treatises in the Paris manuscript. 

The presence of Theophrastus Essay in both these manuscripts (P and 
J) as the only non-Aristotelian work would indicate that it was included 
among the writings of Aristotle and under his name from the very begin- 
ning, and almost certainly in the Roman edition of Aristotles works in the 
first century 80.15 This explains why the lists of Theophrastus's writings 
drawn by both Hermippus, the disciple of Callimachus the great librar- 
ian, and Andronicus (as Porphyry informs us, fr. 39 FHS&G) make no 
mention of the Essay, as stated in the Scholium. Both of these scholars 
may well have known it, but if so they knew it as Aristotelian.!6 In this 
regard it has been pointed out that the lists of Theophrastuss writings 
in Diogenes Laertius (and of Aristotles, for that matter), which almost 
certainly go back to Hermippus, were thought by their author to be a 
complete list of all his works, based, in all probability, on autopsy of the 
holdings in the Alexandrian library." It is thus difficult to assume that 


s Hecquet-Devienne 2004, 189. Barnes 1997 raised enough aporiae about Androni- 
cus of Rhodes as the author of the edition to warrant greater caution in assigning this role 
to him. Barnes actually gave structured argument for a position that had been implied, 
suggested, and stated by others before; see Lord 1986, 158, with references to Düring 
1957, 415. Be that as it may, the existence of a Roman edition in that century seems 
beyond dispute, for Nicolaus of Damascus, about whom more later, actually used it 
around the turn of the eras. The actual identity of its editor is of no consequence to my 
argument here. 

16 For a similar assessment see Burnikel 125. 

17 Blum 1991, 60. The provenance of the lists from a library seems to be proven 
beyond serious doubt by the presence ofthe complete number of lines given by Diogenes 
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had the Essay been identified as Theophrastean Hermippus or Androni- 
cus would have overlooked it. 

Furthermore, with regard to the ability of these two scholars to assess 
the authenticity of the ascription of the Essay to Aristotle, it is important 
to note that modern scholarship may have criteria for such matters that 
are not exactly the same as those of the ancients.!? In the case of Hermip- 
pus, Ross, p. x, believes that “it seems unlikely that Hermippus would 
have failed to notice the obviously unaristotelian character of the work.” 
It is not clear why this work should have seemed so “obviously unaris- 
totelian” to Hermippus who, if he knew anything at all about Aristotle, 
would have known about the aporetic character of Metaphysics B and 
N. Besides, as Moraux 1951, 221-222, depicts him, Hermippus was much 
more interested in a good gossipy story than in philosophical hairsplit- 
ting, while Pfeiffer says that Hermippus’s biographical work was “written 
in a more novelistic vein ... with ... anecdotes??? As for Andronicus, 
we have his precise reasoning for declaring De interpretatione spurious 
and De anima authentic (as transmitted by Philoponus, In De an. 27.21 
= Düring 1957, 418 no. 75 0), a state of affairs that should raise severe 
doubts, if not about his competence, then at least about his criteria. This 
is not to cast aspersion on Andronicus’ intelligence, erudition, or service 
to Aristotelian studies, but merely to point out that critical judgments of 
this sort are always culturally determined (as are ours) and should be 
evaluated in that context. 

All this evidence thus indicates beyond any serious doubt that the 
Essay was from the very beginning transmitted together with the books 
which were later to form Aristotle’s Metaphysics and as part of or appen- 
dix to it, as a result of which it went unnoticed by the great Hellenistic 
bibliographers as one of the works of Theophrastus. And almost certainly, 
as already noted, it was also included as an Aristotelian work in the 


Laertius for all the books by both Aristotle and Theophrastus (445270 and 232808 lines 
respectively). For this very reason it is difficult to prefer as the ultimate author of the lists 
Ariston of Keos over Hermippus, as argued by Moraux 1951, 221 ff. Blums section on the 
libraries of Aristotle and Theophrastus, pp. 52-64, should be consulted together with the 
chapter by Moraux 1973, 3-31, and the recent summary ofthe state of affairs by Primavesi 
2007, 58-59. 

18 See the discussion of this very issue, with regard to Aristotelian commentators, in 
Moraux 1974. 

19 R, Pfeiffer, History of Classical Scholarship, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1968, 
150. I wonder if today's master cataloguers could offer scholarly opinions about the 
authenticity of the books they are cataloguing. 
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Roman edition of the Aristotelian corpus; indeed, if our most ancient 
Aristotelian manuscripts, P and J, ultimately derive from that edition, it 
is difficult to see how the Essay could not have been part of it. 


(b) The identification of Theophrastus as the author of the Essay by 
Nicolaus of Damascus and the date and authorhip of the Scholium 


Next, we have reasonably certain evidence about Nicolaus of Damascus 
(born 64 Bc, died after 15 ΑΏ2). The author of the Scholium credits him 
for restoring the work to Theophrastus in a study of Aristotle's Meta- 
physics. Drossaart Lulofs 1969, who collected most of the extant testi- 
monia and fragments of this work by Nicolaus, very plausibly suggested 
(p. 23) that the reference in the Scholium must be not to an indepen- 
dent work by Nicolaus but to a section dealing with the Metaphysics in 
his On the Philosophy of Aristotle.” We are also relatively well informed 
about what Nicolaus did in that section." From Averroes, who had access 
to an Arabic compendium of Nicolaus’s work (T7.4-6 Drossaart Lulofs), 
we know that Nicolaus also discussed the arrangement of the subjects 
in Aristotles Metaphysics and on occasion disagreed with it. It is rea- 
sonable to suppose that it was in the course of precisely such a discus- 
sion of the contents and the arrangement of the books of the Metaphysics 
that Nicolaus made mention of (μνημονεύει) Theophrastus Essay, and 
said that it was not by Aristotle but Theophrastus (λέγων εἶναι Θεο- 
φράστου). This implies—with little, if any, doubt—that Nicolaus found 
the Essay in the edition of Aristotle’s works he was using and that it 


20 The Greek title of this work is Περὶ τῆς Ἀριστοτέλους φιλοσοφίας, according 
to Simplicius, In De caelo 398.36 = Test. 5.1 Drosaart Lulofs 1969. It is preserved in a 
highly abbreviated Syriac translation in a Cambridge University manuscript, on which 
Drossaart Lulofs based his edition, but also, in indirect transmission, on the citations and 
paraphrastic versions ofthis translation extant in the Syriac work of Bar-Hebraeus (1226- 
1286), most of which remains unedited. See Zonta 2001, who translated several passages 
from Bar-Hebraeus which probably derive from Nicolaus’s work, and Takahashi 2005, 
for more details on the contents of the Syriac manuscript and the recovery of further 
fragments from the work. 

?! The section on Aristotles Metaphysics to which the author of our Scholium refers as 
θεωρία τῶν Ἀριστοτέλους μετὰ τὰ Φυσικὰ is taken by Drossaart Lulofs 1969 (p. 11, T7) 
to be its very title. This, however, can hardly be right. The Greek phrase is descriptive and 
not literal, meaning simply “Nicolaus’s study of Aristotles books after the Physics.” Titles 
descriptive of the study of something did not themselves contain as a rule the expression 
ϑεωρία τοῦ/τῆς/τῶν; very simply if the work was a study of something it was called Περί 
followed by a genitive. 
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was attributed there to Aristotle; for why should Nicolaus have men- 
tioned the Essay at all in that connection unless it had been physi- 
cally present in his manuscript of Aristotles Metaphysics as one of the 
books following the Physics? Thus the Scholium provides further docu- 
mentary support to the evidence established in the preceding section, 
from the study of the manuscript tradition, that Theophrastus’ Essay 
was transmitted together with Aristotle's Metaphysics and as part of 
it. 

What edition of Aristotle’s works was Nicolaus using for his study? 
The order in which he treats Aristotle's works in it (T6 Drossaart Lulofs, 
and pp. 23-24) is roughly that in the Roman edition, the slight devia- 
tions from it being easily attributable to Nicolauss quarrel with Aristo- 
tle about the arrangement of subjects in the Metaphysics, as mentioned 
above. Thus, it is most probable that it was in this edition that Nicolaus 
found the Essay and restored it to Theophrastus. However, what is more 
problematic than the actual edition used by Nicolaus is the title under 
which he found the Essay transmitted in the name of Aristotle. This is a 
problem to which I will come back at the end of this discussion. 

Nicolaus made the correct identification of the author of the Essay in 
the course of the discussion, in his work Περὶ τῆς Αριστοτέλους φιλο- 
σοφίας and not in a separate treatise, of the arrangements of subjects 
and topics in the edition of Aristotles Metaphysics that he was using. 
The question now is, how did the scholarly world come to know about 
this identification, and when did this happen? The way in which the 
Scholium refers to the issue (μνημονεύει αὐτοῦ λέγων εἶναι Θεοφρά- 
στου) suggests that one could find out about Nicolauss identification 
by reading the pertinent passage(s) in his work on Aristotle—i.e., the 
identification was not otherwise announced or noted in a special way. 
If this is so, then the question becomes, who read Nicolauss work on 
Aristotle and when? The earliest references that we have to its having 
been read and noticed are two: one is by the scholiast, of course, who 
in part (b) of the Scholium refers directly to Nicolauss restoration of the 
Essay to Theophrastus, and the other is by Simplicius, who also gives us 
the title of the work, mentioned above. Now the dates of Simplicius are 
known (first half of the 6th century); the question is to date the scho- 
liast. Theoretically, it could be anybody between the first decade of the 
Christian era (at which time approximately Nicolaus wrote his work on 
Aristotle), and the time of Simplicius. But if part (c) of the Scholium, in 
which the work of Theophrastus is characterized as a προδιαπορία to 
Aristotles Metaphysics, was written by the same person who wrote part 
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(b), in which Nicolaus’s work is mentioned, then this scholiast lived in 
late antiquity in the circle of the Neoplatonic philosophers: his techni- 
cal use of the term προδιαπορία, a use which was developed only in late 
antiquity, attests to this (see the discussion in Part III in the commentary 
on 12b4). 

The question whether parts (b) and (c) of the Scholium were written 
by the same person is contested. Hecquet-Devienne 2004, 182, basing 
herself on the research of Vuillemin-Diem on the Latin translation of 
Aristotles Metaphysics by William of Moerbeke,? claims that they were 
not, principally because part (c) of the Scholium was not translated 
into Latin: Williams “Greek model? Hecquet-Devienne concludes, “did 
not yet contain it” This does not really follow. The absence of that 
sentence in Williams translation need not necessarily mean that his 
Greek model did not have it; William himself may have decided, for 
whatever reason, not to translate it. However, even if Williams Greek 
exemplar did not have it, this need not necessarily mean that part (c) 
of the Scholium had not yet been written by the same person who 
wrote part (b): Williams Greek manuscript may itself have omitted it, 
as was the entire Scholium omitted in numerous Greek manuscripts, or 
it may have been omitted at some point in the Greek transmission. In 
any case, arguments from omissions in MSS are hardly reliable and the 
evidence from William of Moerbekes Latin translation is accordingly 
inconclusive. 

It appears much more probable that the authors of parts (b) and 
(c) of the Scholium were, in fact, the same person. Nicolauss work 
on Aristotle—on all of Aristotle, as the Syriac and Arabic translations 
studied by Drossaart Lulofs indicate—was an important work, written at 
a time when Aristotelian scholarship began to be mainstream in Greek 
philosophical literature. And yet we hear nothing about this work until 
Simplicius. How is this to be interpreted? It was probably not by chance, 


22 G. Vuillemin-Diem discussed the scholium and its Latin translations extensively in 
her book-length article, 1982, 173-208. She later incorporated it, with slight modifica- 
tions, in her book on the same subject, 1995, 308-325. In what follows I will be referring 
to her later, 1995, publication only. 

23 Vuillemin-Diem 1995, 317, maintains that "Wilhelm hat den übrigen Text [of the 
Scholium, part (b)] so sorgfáltig wiedergegeben, dass er diesen aufschlussreichen Satz 
[part (c)] sicher nicht von sich aus weggelassen hatte.” But William knew this Scholium 
as referring to Book A of Aristotle’s Metaphysics, and he could hardly have agreed with 
the assessment in part (c) of the Scholium that Book A was merely a προδιαπορία of the 
entire treatise. So he may have decided to censure it. 
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insofar as the preponderance of evidence, though indirect, suggests oth- 
erwise. The elements of this indirect evidence are the following. Nicolaus 
was an outsider to the school philosophical tradition? and as such had 
no institutional context that would preserve and transmit his works. He 
was known because of his sheer industriousness and intelligence, and, if 
we can interject a contemporary cultural value into his time and imme- 
diate posterity, because he had rubbed shoulders with celebrity: Antony 
and Cleopatra, Herod, Augustus. He was accordingly known in a gen- 
eral way, and his most popular work, if one is to judge by the frequency 
with which it is quoted in later literature, was his multi-volume history. 
But in philosophy he was ignored—or if he was known to some extent, 
then he must have been cited by authors in works which themselves have 
been ignored and not survived. Thus if Nicolauss philosophical works 
were not noticed in philosophical circles in his lifetime and immediately 
after his death, did they enter the mainstream of philosophical discussion 
before we first come across them in Simpliciuss works? This question is 
crucial. By “mainstream philosophical discussion” I mean being read and 
studied by people who, in addition to having a philosophical education 
so as to appreciate Nicolaus’s identification of the Essay as having been 
written by Theophrastus, also had access to and were themselves respon- 
sible for manuscript production and the further copying of philosophical 
texts. For it would be inane to argue that Nicolaus’s works were not read 
by anybody between their production and Simplicius: they were available 
in manuscript and anybody could have read them, and there is no way 
we can know who. But what is important for our purposes is to know that 
the person who read them was someone who would be in a position to 
take action, commission or sponsor a new manuscript copy of the works 
of Aristotle, and have inserted in it the Scholium that we find in the Paris 
manuscript. It is in this sense that we would like to know who, if anybody, 
read them before Simplicius. 

Drossaart Lulofs (1969, pp. 42, 131) insists that Porphyry knew the 
works of Nicolaus and his Περὶ τῆς Ἀριστοτέλους φιλοσοφίας, and even 
suggests (p. 43n17) that Simplicius might have derived his information 
about Nicolaus from Porphyry, but he offers no evidence whatsoever. 
The fact is, Simplicius is the first author who both cites the title of 
Nicolaus’s work and offers a quotation from it (In De caelo 399.2 = fr. 29 


24 For his life and works, much studied in the 19th century, see Drossaart Lulofs 1969, 
1-5, Moraux 1973, 445-450, Zonta 2001. 
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Drossaart Lulofs), while we have absolutely no evidence that Porphyry 
did anything of the sort. These citations by Simplicius indicate that the 
work of Nicolaus began to be read and appreciated by the Neoplatonic 
philosophers in late antiquity, and that this is the first time that it demon- 
strably entered the philosophical mainstream, as further indicated by its 
translation (among other works by Nicolaus) into both Syriac and Ara- 
bic. The philosophical tastes and predilections of authors writing in Syr- 
iac and Arabic were very much shaped by and followed the orientation 
of the philosophical schools in late antiquity. The fact that it is Simplicius 
who cites Nicolaus is also significant: given his travels in the Near East, 
if the manuscripts of Nicolaus of Damascus were preserved in his native 
city or greater Syria, it stands to reason that Simplicius may have come 
across them there. 

Finally, two further considerations are relevant. The one is based on 
the fact of the complete absence of Theophrastus’ Essay itself from all 
extant ancient philosophical literature. It is certain that it was not known 
until the time of Nicolaus because it was thought to be by Aristotle, as 
discussed above. Once Nicolaus restored it to him, however, it should 
have attracted some attention if Nicolaus’s identification had become 
widely known—i.e., if Nicolaus’s Περὶ τῆς Ἀριστοτέλους φιλοσοφίας 
was read in philosophical circles before the time of Simplicius. But it had 
not and it was not. The only comment that we have about Theophrastus'’s 
Essay is part (c) of the Scholium, which calls it a προδιαπορία on 
Aristotle's Metaphysics, a comment made by someone among, or closely 
affiliated with, the Neoplatonic philosophers in late antiquity (see the 
commentary on the Scholium in Part III below). 

The second consideration relates to another scholium in the Paris 
manuscript (f. 231", in the margin) in which the one we are studying 
occurs; it concerns a comment on the word ἐχτοπωτέρως in the text of 
Aristotle's Metaphysics A 8, 989b30. This other scholium, as Vuillemin- 
Diem discovered (and reported by Hecquet-Devienne 2000, 147), is 
derived wholly from Asclepius’s commentary on the Metaphysics (64,2- 
7 and 65,32-35 Hayduck). This scholiast was manifestly a Neoplatonic 
scholar contemporary with or younger than Asclepius (first half of 6th 
century). Yet a third scholium in the same manuscript remarks on the 
authenticity of Book A of the Metaphysics. These three scholia—two on 
Aristotle's Metaphysics and the one on Theophrastus’s Essay—point to 
erudition and judiciousness in their author(s). They were all to be found 
in the ultimate archetype from which these sections of manuscript P were 
copied (by scribe E II, as termed by the specialists; see Hecquet-Devienne 


INTRODUCTION TO THE ESSAY 19 


2000, 147). If the authors of the three scholia were all the same person, 
and the indications are that they were, then he was the contemporary of 
or slightly younger than Asclepius.” 

Taken together, what all this suggests is that although Theophrastus’s 
Essay was restored to him in the work Περὶ τῆς Αριστοτέλους φιλο- 
σοφίας by Nicolaus of Damascus at the turn of the Christian era, this 
identification was first noticed and acted upon some five centuries later 
by someone in the circle of the Neoplatonic philosophers who was in a 
position to affect manuscript production and change the ascription to the 
rightful author by writing or dictating the Scholium. This conclusion may 
be based on evidence that is, for the most part, circumstantial and from 
silence, but it presents the most probable course of events at this stage of 
our knowledge.” If that is the case, then parts (b) and (c) ofthe Scholium 
were either written by the same person or at any rate were roughly con- 
temporary; they both stem from the philosophers of late antiquity. 


(c) Analysis of the syntax of the Scholiast title, Θεοφράστου τῶν μετὰ 
τὰ φυσικά 


This conclusion in turn affects the question about the title of Theophras- 
tuss Essay because it implies that this work continued to be transmitted 
in the manuscripts of Aristotles works as part of or related to the lat- 
ters Metaphysics, carrying whatever title, or none, as the case might be. 


25 Hecquet-Devienne 2000, 147, who suggests as much, nevertheless does not clearly 
discriminate between the author of these scholia and the scribe of E II, for she seems 
to attribute the two scholia on Aristotles Metaphysics to the scribe of manuscript P, 
E II. However, if that part of the manuscript was copied around the middle of the 
tenth century (see Hecquet-Devienne 2000, 114-115 for the documentation), it appears 
difficult to believe that a scholiast as learned in philosophy and its literature could have 
arisen at that time. The scholia are all indicative of active involvement in philosophical 
research and must be thought to go back to our late antique scholiast. The problem which 
may have disoriented Hecquet-Devienne 2000 is that the two scholia on Aristotle are 
written in the margin of manuscript P, while the one on Theophrastus is in the main body 
of the page, right after the end of the Essay. But it appears that the scribe (E II) decided 
to copy the Theophrastus Scholium inside the page and not in the margin as he did with 
the previous two because the Essay ends almost at the end of the page and he had a little 
writing space left which, one the one hand, was not large enough to begin copying the 
next treatise, De coloribus, and, on the other, he did not wish to leave blank. This is also 
indicated by the fact that at the end of the Theophrastus Scholium he still had a couple of 
lines space left, which he filled with an adespoton remark on the soul. 

26 Tt is true that “silence rarely proves much,’ as Barnes 1997, 18, aptly observed; “but 
this particular silence" —five centuries of complete lack of awareness of the existence of 
Theophrastus’s Essay— "is sustained and surprising.” 


20 CHAPTER ONE 


Philosophers until late antiquity continued to read it as Aristotle’s work. 
Once Nicolaus’ intervention was noticed by a reader who was also in a 
position to act on it, the manuscript of Aristotle that was next commis- 
sioned and which contained Theophrastuss Essay and the Scholium, that 
is, parts (b) and (c), must also have carried a title for it. What we have in 
the extant manuscripts is the notorious Θεοφράστου τῶν μετὰ và φυσι- 
κά, which is part (a) of the Scholium. How does this relate to the rest of 
the Scholium and to whatever title was or was not there to begin with? 

The unaffiliated genitive (τῶν) in the transmitted title has been vari- 
ously interpreted. The alternatives that have been proposed are the fol- 
lowing: 


(a) Partitive genitive, indicating that the Essay is a part of a larger 
(actual or planned) book by Theophrastus with that title (Ross p. x; 
Laks & Most p. x and translation, p. 2, “Tiré de la Métaphysique de 
Théophraste”). 

(b) Genitive of origin, with the preposition &x being understood, indi- 
cating that the Essay is extracted from a larger actual book by 
Theophrastus with that title; i.e., Θεοφράστου (êx) τῶν μετὰ và 
φυσικά, “From Theophrastus Metaphysics” (Laks & Most p. x, 
note 6). 

(c) Partitive genitive, indicating that the Essay is the part written by 
Theophrastus of Aristotles Metaphysics; i.e., Θεοφράστου τῶν Ao- 
ιστοτέλους) μετὰ và φυσικά (Burnikel 126: “Theophrasts Anteil an 
der Metaphysik des Aristoteles”). 

(d) Genitive of belonging, with a presumed noun, like προδιαπορίαι, 
to which the genitive is attached, not expressed; i.e., Θεοφράστου 
(προδιαπορίαι) τῶν (Ἀριστοτέλους) μετὰ và φυσικά, “Diapor- 
iae by Theophrastus on Aristotles Metaphysics” (Burnikel 126n43; 
“Theophrasts metaphysische Diaporien,’ Burnikel 127n45). 

(e) Partitive genitive, with a number following the title (assuming it was 
lost in transmission), indicating the number of the book from the 
Metaphysics which this is; i.e., Θεοφράστου τῶν μετὰ τὰ φυσικά 
α’ (i.e., (βιβλίον) πρῶτον), “The first book of Theophrastus’s Meta- 
physics” (Laks & Most p. x note 6). 

(f) Genitive of belonging, with a number following the title (assuming 
it was lost in transmission), indicating the number of books of 
which the work consists, even in the case of books having one book 
(see Moraux 1951, 198); e.g., Θεοφράστου τῶν μετὰ τὰ φυσικά O 
(i.e., (βιβλίον) ἕν), “Theophrastus’s Metaphysics, one book? 
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(g) A title normally recorded in the nominative appears in the genitive 
in catalogues of titles (see Moraux 1951, 198); i.e., a presumed 
Θεοφράστου τὰ μετὰ τὰ φυσικά would become, Θεοφράστου τῶν 
μετὰ τὰ φυσικά. 


Given the transmission of the work established so far, the impossible 
alternatives can be relatively easily eliminated. (a) and (b) rest on the 
assumption that whoever is responsible for the transmitted title thought 
that, first, the work is a fragment or part of a whole, and second that 
Theophrastus himself had written, or was planning to write, a work, 
entitled μετὰ và φυσικά, from which this work was an extract. The 
second assumption is manifestly invalid. There is no indication anywhere 
that anyone until late antiquity thought that Theophrastus had written 
or was planning to write such a work, and in any case, even if there had 
been, its title could not have been μετὰ τὰ φυσικά. As Burnikel 126 duly 
remarks, this phrase did not express the subject upon which a treatise 
could be written but merely the place occupied by Aristotle's Metaphysics 
in the edition of his works, or even, if the designation μετὰ τὰ φυσικά is 
older than the Roman edition," in the arrangement of Aristotles works 
in groups. Whether the transmitted title goes back to Nicolaus or the 
Neoplatonic scholiast or anybody in between, μετὰ τὰ φυσικά could 
have meant to him only Aristotles work so located in the edition or 
arrangement; Theophrastus could not have been the author of a book 
named μετὰ τὰ φυσικά. Accordingly, the Essay could not be a part of or 
extract from it. 

The last three alternatives (e,f,g) have two problems. The first is what 
has just been mentioned, that they make μετὰ τὰ φυσικά to be a title fora 
book by Theophrastus, an impossibility. The second is that they represent 
titles as entered in a list or catalogue of books, which would imply that 
the person responsible for the transmitted title copied it verbatim from 
such a catalogue. But the problem is precisely, as the Scholium says, that 
there was no such title in any catalogue of Theophrastuss books (and this 
catalogue would have had to be one of Theophrastuss books because his 
name is mentioned in the title). 

This leaves the two alternatives (c) and (d) suggested by Burnikel, 
which point to the right direction. The analysis of the transmitted title 
can again begin with what I take to be certain in the Scholium, the fact 
that its part (c) was written by a philosopher or scholar active in the 


27 See above, note 11. 
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philosophical schools in late antiquity (fifth or sixth century), as dis- 
cussed above. Now first, in this part of the Scholium, the words τῆς ὅλης 
πραγματείας refer, without any doubt, to Aristotle's Metaphysics; and 
second, in part (b) of the Scholium, the work is attributed to Theophras- 
tus. If that is so, then as Burnikel astutely observed, the transmitted title, 
Θεοφράστου τῶν μετὰ và φυσικά, expresses exactly the same thing as 
parts (b) and (c) of the Scholium.”? But it is important to establish a tem- 
poral priority here: the title must be posterior to parts (b) and (c) because 
it depends on them in the sense that this title could never have been given 
to the Essay if the Scholium were not there. On the basis of parts (b) and 
(c), then, the scholiast, most likely, or some scribe after him, (re-?)named 
the Essay, or actually described it, as “Theophrastuss (part) of what comes 
after (Aristotles) Physics, with the emphasis on Θεοφράστου. The inser- 
tion of the title at the end of the work in part (a) of the Scholium thus 
corroborates the analysis just given: the title is based on parts (b) and (c) 
and is posterior to them, semantically if not necessarily temporally, but 
it is necessary to add it in close proximity to the evidence that justifies it, 
i.e., the contents of parts (b) and (c).°° 

It appears that the difficulty we have understanding this laconic title?! 
is that we are accustomed to reading the phrase μετὰ τὰ φυσικά as the 
title ofthe work we call Metaphysics; instead we should read it as a prepo- 
sitional phrase, indicating a location after the Φυσικά in the edition, and 
see Φυσικά only as the title of Aristotles work. The Neoplatonists in late 
antiquity, from whom this title arises, consistently understood the phrase 
in this fashion. Philoponus explicitly states that this is the case: ϑεο- 
λογικὰ μέν ἐστι τὰ μετὰ τὴν φυσικὴν πραγματείαν αὐτῷ τεταγμένα, 


28 The term πραγματεία, by the way, is also the one regularly used by the Neoplatonists 
to refer to Aristotle’s Metaphysics: Asclepius, In Met. 1.6, 8, Hayduck; Syrianus, In Met. 
1,2. The Arabic translator (Ishaq) also understood the reference in the Scholium, some 
version of which he read in his Greek manuscript (W), to be to Aristotle’s Metaphysics; 
see next below. 

?? Burnikel 126: “Diese Worte [sc. προδιαπορίαι τῆς ὅλης πραγματείας] sagen aber 
... nichts anderes aus als der Titel selbst.” 

3° In subsequent copies of the Scholium the insertion of the title at the end of the work 
may have served another purpose, to avoid having the Scholium understood as referring 
to the next work copied in manuscript P, De coloribus. Athough τοῦτο in line 12a4 of 
the Scholium would normally refer to what preceded (as noted by Berti 1982, 12, and 
Hecquet-Devienne 2000, 148n242), the presence of the title itself in the Scholium would 
preclude any confusion. 

31 Laks & Most, p. x, “peu claire par elle-méme;" Vuillemin-Diem 1995, 313, “das 
schwer verständliche twv;” Henrich 15, “der Genitiv τῶν nur mühsam zu konstruieren 
ist;” Hecquet-Devienne 2004, 176, “we do not understand its syntax.” 
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ἅπερ οὕτω μετὰ τὰ Φυσικὰ προσηγόρευσε (In Cat. 5, Busse; thus to 
be capitalized), and this understanding also appears in the titles of the 
commentaries on Metaphysics: “the book (that comes) after the Physics of 
Aristotle" = Σχόλια εἰς τὸ μεῖζον A τῆς μετὰ τὰ Φυσικά Ἀριστοτέλους 
(πραγματείας) (Asclepius In Met. 1 Hayduck), or Περὶ τῶν ἐν τῷ B τῆς 
μετὰ τὰ Φυσικά Αριστοτέλους πραγματείας (Syrianus, In Met. 1, Kroll). 
Thus, just as the Greek that is understood naturally from the mere title τὰ 
μετὰ τὰ φυσικά is, τὰ μετὰ τὰ Φυσικά (Ἀριστοτέλους τεταγμένα (as in 
Philoponuss text) or κείµενα or ἐκδεδομένα), so also if one reads μετὰ 
τὰ Φυσικά as it was intended by the scholiast or the person who com- 
posed the transmitted title of Theophrastus’s Essay, namely, as a prepo- 
sitional phrase and not as a title, the Greek that is understood from it 
is, Θεοφράστου τῶν μετὰ τὰ Φυσικά (Ἀριστοτέλους τεταγμένων or 
κειμένων): "Of the (books that are arranged or come) after (Aristotle's) 
Physics (i.e., in the edition), the one by Theophrastus.” 

In a sense, even Burnikel himself appears not to have fully grasped his 
own explanation of the title, for he translated it as (p. 126), “Theophrasts 
Anteil an der Metaphysik des Aristoteles,’ taking “Metaphysik” as the 
title, instead of a prepositional phrase. He thus made another suggestion, 
which he liked better, namely alternative (d), according to which it is 
assumed that some word to which the genitive τῶν would belong has 
dropped out. The word that he suggested is προδιαπορίαι, from part (c) 
of the Scholium. It is quite possible to understand the title in this fashion, 
especially since it appears relatively certain that the title was derived 
from parts (b) and (c) of the Scholium, as discussed above. The difficulty, 
though, is to account for the loss of the word in a title—and a crucial 
word for that matter—in a carefully edited manuscript from which both 
P and J derive. 

The evidence from the Arabic translation indicates that Ishaq may have 
had some of the difficulties discussed here. The colophon of the Arabic 
translation—it is a colophon and not a scholium—reads as follows: 

“The treatise by Theophrastus, the advocate of Aristotle’s arguments in 
metaphysics, (in) the translation by Ishaq, is finished.” 

The phrase describing Theophrastus, “the advocate of Aristotle’s ar- 
guments in metaphysics,’ al-qayyim bi-hugag Aristütalis fi-ma ba‘da 
t-tabi‘a, must be based on the Greek Scholium; the identification of 


32 Also more briefly in Simplicius, In Cat. 4, Kalbfleisch, and Olympiodorus In Cat. 
7, Busse (where both Kalbfleisch and Busse erroneously print ἢ Μετὰ τὰ φυσικά, with a 
capital M instead of a capital ®). 
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Aristotle's Metaphysics as the work to which Theophrastus's Essay relates 
reflects τῆς ὅλης πραγματείας in part (c) of the Scholium. The difficulty 
is how to understand the description of Theophrastus as the advocate, 
defender, custodian, curator (al-qayyim bi-) of Aristotle's arguments, or 
perhaps even one who provides and sets up arguments; theoretically, 
if the translator, Ishaq, had our Scholium in front of him, this word 
should have reflected προδιαπορίαι. Perhaps it does, but it is difficult 
to argue for it. Given that the Greek word is a hapax legomenon, we can- 
not expect to find other instances of it translated into Arabic. On the 
other hand, as mentioned at the outset, the meaning of the Greek word 
is not difficult to gauge from its etymology, and the Baghdad translators 
of Aristotle were very good at etymological translations. Now the word 
ἀπορία and its derivatives in this treatise, where they occur a number 
of times, are normally, and properly, rendered by sakk and hayra and 
their derivatives, not by the verb qama bi- and its derivatives (see the 
Glossary). Conversely, gayyim bi- in the Graeco-Arabic translation lit- 
erature renders words that mean custodian and keeper, like προστάτης 
(WGAUS s.v.), ἐπίτροπος (WGAU s.v.), and οἰκονόμος (GA 744b16),? 
not derivatives of ἀπορέω. Either, therefore, Ishaq had a Greek scholium 
or colophon different from the one in our Greek manuscript P, or he 
translated according to what he thought the sense of our Scholium to be. 
I tend to think the latter. Ishaq knew that Theophrastus was the faithful 
student of Aristotle, and he could hardly envisage that προδιαπορίαι 
would actually mean that Theophrastus raised serious doubts about Aris- 
totles work. For sakk (doubt) in Arabic, the word for ἀπορία used in the 
translation, has a much stronger negative sense than (δι-)απορία does in 
Greek,” and Ishaq accordingly used a friendly term, qayyim bi-, which, 
in this instance, would be closer in meaning to advocacy by setting up 
arguments. If, therefore, προδιαπορία in the Scholium means a prelim- 
inary working through of aporiae for an eventual fully articulate proof 
(as discussed in the following section of this chapter), then qayyim bi- 


33 [n this case the Greek word is rendered by a hendiadys, mudabbir wa-qayyim: oi- 
Rovöuog ἀγαϑὸς ... ἢ φύσις = at-tiba‘ mitla mudabbir wa-qayyim salih; J. Brugman and 
Η.]. Drossaart Lulofs, Aristotle, Generation of Animals, The Arabic Translation, Leiden: 
EJ. Brill, 1971, p. 84 (Arabic). 

34 And, according to the mistaken information in some Arabic sources, including a 
history of medicine by Ishaq b. Hunayn himself, Aristotle’s nephew; see fr. 3A FHS&G. 

35 And this is the reason why the translator of Book B of Aristotle’s Metaphysics does 
not use it, which leads the unerring Commentator Averroes to appreciate it properly as 
an exercise in Aristotelian dialectical method. 
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as someone who sets up arguments for the subjects in Aristotle's Meta- 
physics is a good enough approximation. It looks highly probable that 
the Greek manuscript used by Ishaq, W, also contained our Scholium, 
except that the translator omitted the other information about Hermip- 
pus and Andronicus and Nicolaus as irrelevant for the purposes of his 
readers. 


(d) The Essay had an original title which could have been Περὶ ἀρχῶν 


If then it can be taken as established that the Essay was transmitted in 
the manuscript tradition, and eventually edited, along with the books 
that were later to form the Metaphysics of Aristotle and under his name, 
not of Theophrastus (a), and that the working title that was given to 
it, Θεοφράστου τῶν μετὰ τὰ φυσικά, was accordingly not a real title 
but a description by a Neoplatonic scholiast of the place of the Essay in 
this transmission (b and c), the question is next raised whether it had 
an original title and if it did what it was. A number of scholars have 
scoured the ancient lists of Theophrastuss works in order to find a title 
that might fit the contents of the Essay, "6 but this exercise is fruitless if, as 
just discussed, it was transmitted in antiquity—at the time, that is, when 
those lists were drawn—as a work by Aristotle; hence it is in the lists of 
Aristotles works that it should be looked for. But this is tantamount to, 
and just as difficult as, asking what the original titles of the individual 
books that eventually comprised Aristotles Metaphysics were, since for 
all practical purposes the Essay functioned and was transmitted as one 
of them. 

To begin with, all evidence indicates that the Essay must have had 
a title originally, even if it was what we would today call a working 
title. This is indicated in general by the established practice, by the 
time of Theophrastus, of adopting as standard titles the statements in 
the introductory sentence(s) of a given work (White 2002, 19-20). But 
more specifically in the case of the Lyceum, it is also clear from the 
fact that Aristotle himself used such titles to give cross-references to the 
books of what later became his Metaphysics (and, of course, to his other 


36 For example, the title of Theophrastus’s work Περὶ τῶν ἁπλῶν διαπορηµάτων, as 
listed in Diogenes Laertius V,46, has found a number of supporters, for obvious reasons. 
It would appear that Krische was the first to make the suggestion in 1840, 343, and he 
was followed by Tricot (p. vii), and then by Reale 1964, 23, and Dillon 2002, 175n1; the 
later scholars do not necessarily credit Krische, while Dillon credits Reale. For her part, 
van Raalte (12n1) suggests Περὶ αἰτιῶν, Diogenes Laertius V,49. 
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works); thus, the title ἐν τοῖς περὶ τοῦ ποσαχῶς (Met. I 1, 1052215) 
refers to Metaphysics A, ἐν τοῖς (δι-)ἀπορήμασιν (Met. M 2, 1076a39, 
b39) refers to Metaphysics B, ἓν τοῖς περὶ οὐσίας xai περὶ τοῦ ὄντος 
(Met. I 2, 1053017) refers to Metaphysics Z and H, etc. We do not have a 
complete list of these working titles for all the books that were eventually 
included in the Metaphysics, but that hardly seems relevant; if some books 
demonstrably had titles, then they must all have, including the Essay 
by Theophrastus, if only for the practical purpose of referring to them 
during composition and discussion.” In any case, the practice at the 
time was to give titles to one’s writings, and there is no good reason why 
Theophrastus would not have done so in this particular instance. 

Secondly, it is to be noted that at least one of these working titles, the 
first one listed above referring to book Delta, also appears in the Hel- 
lenistic catalogue of Aristotle's writings as preserved by Diogenes Laer- 
tius and "Hesychius": Περὶ τῶν ποσαχῶς λεγομένων ἢ κατὰ πρόσϑε- 
σιν (numbers 36 and 37 respectively). Other titles of individual books 
by Aristotle that were eventually incorporated in the larger works, titles 
that were accordingly dropped from Andronicus’ list as redundant and 
superseded, also appear in this Hellenistic catalogue.” It thus stands to 
reason that the title of Theophrastus’ Essay, transmitted as it was with the 
books of Aristotles Metaphysics, may also appear in this catalogue. On 
this assumption, the most likely title for the Essay would be Περὶ ἀρχῶν 
(“Hesychius” 21), even without any other corroborating evidence which 
I will next discuss: it is manifestly the most fitting title for the contents, 
and it is not incontrovertibly attached to any work by Aristotle. That it 
is fitting may well be indisputable,” but that it has not been assigned to 
any work by Aristotle requires some discussion, for it has been thought 
to refer to the Physics. 

The relevant entries in the Hellenistic catalogue of Aristotles works, 
most probably drawn by Hermippus (if not by Ariston of Keos, according 
to Moraux 1951), as preserved in Diogenes Laertius and “Hesychius,” are 
the following: 


37 A complete list of Aristotle’s cross-references in the Metaphysics to his works is 
provided by R. Goulet in DPhA Supplement 235-236. 

38 See the very useful comparative chart of the two catalogues by Diogenes Laertius 
and "Hesychius" in DPhA L424-431 (R. Goulet), with indications of the larger works into 
which the books with the working titles were later incorporated. 

3 Laks & Most, who do not think that this is the title of the Essay, nevertheless rightly 
conclude, “si l'on devait le [sc. the Essay] rebaptiser, il faudrait sans doute l'intituler περὶ 
ἀρχῶν; p. xviii, with references to earlier scholars. 
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Diogenes Laertius “Hesychius” 
21. Περὶ ἀρχῶν ἢ φύσεως a’ 
41. Περὶ ἀρχῆς α 
go. Περὶ φύσεωςγ 81. Περὶ φύσεως α΄ 
91. Φυσικὸνα 82. Περὶ φυσικῶν α΄ 


Diogenes 90-91 and “Hesychius” 81-82 are clearly the same titles, despite 
the slight variations, and it has been usually taken that no. 90/81 refers 
to books ΒΓΔ of the Physics, but πο. 91/82 remains problematic.”? If 
no. 91/82 is Physics A, then Diogenes 41, Περὶ ἀρχῆς, cannot be, which 
would leave the latter unassigned; but also conversely, if Diogenes 41, 
Περὶ ἀρχῆς, is Physics A, then the title in no. 91/82, (Περὶ) φυσικὸν/-ῶν 
α΄, obviously referring to a physical book or books, would be unassigned. 
What is of greater relevance to our discussion, though, are the entries 
Diogenes 41 and “Hesychius” 21, which for the most part have been 
taken, first, to be identical, and second, to refer both to the same book, 
Physics A. But neither of these assumptions is probable, let alone certain. 
In the first place, the “Hesychius” 21 entry is itself problematic: it is 
two titles rather than a double title, for in the latter case the disjunction 
consists either of a proper name plus a descriptive title, or two variants 
of the same descriptive title," whereas Περὶ ἀρχῶν ἢ (Περὶ) φύσεως is 
two titles. In addition, the (Περὶ) φύσεως part of this title is the doublet 
of "Hesychius" 81 which, according to Ross 1936 and others, refers to 
Physics B. But if, by this reckoning, Περὶ ἀρχῶν ἢ φύσεως refers to 
Physics A, we cannot have the Περὶ φύσεως part of the same title Περὶ 
ἀρχῶν ἢ φύσεως also refer to Physics B. As for the Diogenes 41 title, 
Περὶ ἀρχῆς, which is also taken to refer to Physics A, Moraux 1951, 83, 
presented arguments by which it could equally well refer to a book or 
parts of a book from the Metaphysics. 

It is clear that nothing definite can be elicited from this material, and 
there is no point in prolonging the discussion; Ross himself was quick to 
admit (1936, 5) that "almost everything in the interpretation ofthese lists, 
especially those of Diogenes and Hesychius, is highly conjectural.” The 
point I would like to make is that, given the transmission of Theophras- 
tuss Essay among the books of Aristotles Metaphysics, and the way in 
which the Hellenistic catalogue was compiled, the title Περὶ ἀρχῶν in 


40 Moraux 1951, 105; Ross 1936, 5-6. 
41 Te, the title is either like Diogenes Laertius 17, Αλέξανδρος ἢ ὑπὲρ ἀποίκων, or, 
Diogenes Laertius 25, Περὶ τοῦ πάσχειν ἢ πεπονθέναι. 
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“Hesychius” is as much likely to refer to this Essay as to any book in 
Aristotle's Physics or Metaphysics. In other words, there is no evidence 
whatsoever that would contradict the assumption that the title Περὶ 
ἀρχῶν in “Hesychius” actually refers to Theophrastus’s Essay. 

The next point concerns what I have just mentioned about the way in 
which the Hellenistic catalogue was compiled. Thanks to recent research, 
most significantly by Primavesi 2007, we are in a better position to 
evaluate the conflicting and problematic reports about the fate of the 
libraries of Aristotle and Theophrastus and the transmission of their 
works. It now seems quite certain that there were two distinct means of 
transmission, one through the library bequeathed to Neleus, reportedly 
out of circulation for some time and eventually found again, and the 
other through copies extant independently in the Peripatos and acquired 
by the Library in Alexandria, with some works being transmitted in the 
one, others in the other, and the majority in both ways;? the disparity 
between the Hellenistic list of Hermippus and the post-Andronicus list 
of Ptolemy al-Gharib are sufficient evidence for this. In this context, the 
Hellenistic catalogue of Hermippus, based on actual copies extant in the 
Lyceum and acquired by the Library of Alexandria, would be precisely 
the source to include the title of Theophrastuss Essay under the name 
of Aristotle, given its transmission, while the library of Theophrastus 
himself, bequeathed to Neleus, if it included a copy of the same Essay, 
would be expected to have it properly attributed to the owner of that 
library, Theophrastus. Accordingly, the edition of the Essay among the 
books constituting Aristotle's Metaphysics—the Roman edition, that is, 
that formed the basis of Nicolauss study of that work—must have used 
as source a copy that came ultimately from the Lyceum but not from 
the library bequeathed to Neleus, and the editor, after incorporating the 
Essay in his edition, would have dropped its original title, just as he had 
dropped the original titles of the other books of Aristotles Metaphysics, 
as mentioned just above. 

The question then needs to be asked, how did Nicolaus of Damascus 
judge that the author of the Essay was Theophrastus? For if it is taken 
as established that the copy of the edition in his hands attributed it to 
Aristotle, but without a title, he could have studied the contents and 
possibly come to the negative conclusion that it was not by Aristotle, 


42 For a brief list of Aristotelian works demonstrably available to philosophers in 
Hellenistic times outside Neleus’s library see Barnes 1997, 12-16, and his references there. 
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but what made him assert positively that it was by Theophrastus? Theo- 
phrastus wrote nothing on metaphysics apart from this Essay, and there 
was accordingly no body of doctrine by him in comparison with which 
one could conclude similarity of content and approach. It is therefore 
very unlikely that it was internal evidence that could have led Nicolaus 
to identify the real author, and there remains the possibility of external 
evidence in the form of another copy attributing the Essay to Theophras- 
tus. If, then, Nicolaus had access to an independent manuscript by Theo- 
phrastus,? in all likelihood it descended from the copy in the library 
bequeathed to Neleus. 


(e) Positive evidence that the original title was Περὶ ἀρχῶν 


The scenario I have sketched in the preceding section (d) is only likely— 
it cannot be proven; on the other hand, it cannot be disproved either, and 
this is sufficient to render conclusive the positive evidence suggesting that 
the original title of the Essay was indeed Περὶ ἀρχῶν. This evidence was 
first used by V. Rose in 1863 in his Aristoteles Pseudepigraphus, p. 183, 
who came to this conclusion on the basis of the title of the Essay in the 
Latin translation by Bartholomew of Messina (see below, Chapter 2.4, 
and Part I3) and a stray quotation apparently in the Greek gnomological 
tradition which seems to be based on it. Rose also observed that the 
title is attested in both Diogenes Laertius and "Hesychius" as one of the 
works of Aristotle. Rose did not have then the detailed knowledge about 
the transmission of the metaphysical books of Aristotle, but now that 
we do, as described above, his conclusion fits the newer findings even 
better. 

Roses suggestion did not find favor among classical scholars and 
historians of ancient philosophy.“ The major objections were two. The 


43 As suggested by Drossart Lulofs 1969, 28; cf. also Mejer 1998, 23 and note 71. 

44 Most students of the Essay paid scant or no attention to it. Jaeger 1932, in his 
review of Ross and Fobes 1929, expressed doubts about Roses suggestion (“das bleibt 
unsicher, wenn es auch prinzipiell durchaus möglich ist,’ p. 290), though he also pointed 
out the significance of Bartholomew’s Latin translation in this connection (p. 294) and 
was instrumental in having his student, Kley, edit it. For his part, Kley 1936, 14-15, 
argued that the scholiast could not have said that Andronicus did not know the Essay 
if it was included in Andronicuss edition of the works of Aristotle. But this, first, disre- 
gards the fact that the Scholium talks about Andronicuss list, ἀναγραφή, of Theophras- 
tuss books and not his edition ("Ausgabe") in which the Essay would have appeared 
under Aristotles name, and second, assumes that the Roman edition of Aristotles works 
was, in fact, by Andronicus, something upon which serious doubt was cast by Barnes 
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first was stated by Ross in his introduction (p. x) who claimed that the title 
Περὶ ἀρχῆς, which he ascribed to Hermippus as the probable source of 
Diogenes Laertius, refers to the first books of Aristotle’s Physics and not 
to Theophrastus. But the invalid nature of this argument by Ross has been 
discussed above. The second objection, implied by Laks & Most in their 
edition, is that the evidence in Bartholomew’s Latin translation cannot 
be taken as coming from an independent source because, Most claimed, 
Bartholomew used as exemplar the Vienna manuscript of Aristotle (J) 
which makes no reference to Περὶ ἀρχῶν; the title in the Latin transla- 
tion, therefore, could not be but the result of a mistake. Far from using 
the Vienna manuscript, however, Bartholomew based his translation on 
a manuscript that constitutes a recension (the Messinan) distinct from 
that (the Constantinopolitan) of all the extant Greek manuscripts (dis- 
cussed in detail below, Chapter 2.4). The independent transmission of 
the manuscript used by Bartholomew, therefore, makes it very likely that 
that manuscript (A) did, in fact contain a reference to the title as ’Aoı- 
στοτέλους Περὶ ἀρχῶν. 

Once the independent nature of the evidence indicating the title of the 
Essay as Περὶ ἀρχῶν is realized, other, corroborating evidence becomes 
easily noticed. What appears to have been overlooked in this connec- 
tion are the references that Theophrastus himself made in the Essay to 
his title. There is, first of all, the rather conclusive fact that in all of his 
extant works, and following accepted practice, as mentioned above, he 
referred to the title in some form in the opening sentence or paragraph; 
White 2002, 20-22, who documented this, even suggested the obvious 
(p. 22n40): “either Περὶ ἀρχῶν or Περὶ ἀρχῆς would be a reasonable 
title" for the Essay. But even more telling is the statement by Theophras- 
tus at 6b21 where he said, “here, the investigation is of the first prin- 
ciples” (ἔνϑα μὲν γὰρ τῶν ἀρχῶν ... ἡ ζήτησις). By the word ἔνϑα 
Theophrastus meant “this here science or discipline we are engaged in,’ 
the discipline that studies the first principles themselves (what was later 


1997. Kley’s remaining objections are a confused jumble of elements of the transmis- 
sion discussed above. Reale 1964, 26, dismissed Rose’s thesis in one sentence on the 
grounds that no scholar has accepted it, thinking that what is stake is not the title 
but the authorship of the Essay; on the basis of style, he said, the Essay is, “non aris- 
totelico? Laks & Most disregarded Bartholomew’s translation for the reasons given next 
in this paragraph, van Raalte did not mention Rose at all, while Henrich 13 mistook 
Rose for Ross and attributed to Ross the suggestion that the title might be Περὶ ἀρ- 
xov! 
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to be called metaphysics), and contrasted it (in the preceding ἐχείναις 
and the following λοιπαῖς) with the other disciplines, such as physics, in 
which the investigation proceeds from the first principles; by so doing he 
also identified his subject and by extension his title, Περὶ ἀρχῶν. Further 
down, at 7b9, he identified the first principles as the subject with which 
his Essay began (ἐν δὲ ταῖς ἀρχαῖς, ὅϑεν δὴ καὶ ὃ πρῶτος λόγος), and 
thus also referred to his title. 

Furthermore, if one keeps the date of composition of the Essay in 
mind, and that it was written at the time when Aristotle himself was grap- 
pling with the problems discussed in it and had composed book Lambda, 
definitely, and possibly also Alpha Meizon and Beta on the very subject, 
it becomes apparent how naturally Theophrastuss Essay fits in their con- 
text and continues the discussion initiated in them. The connection of 
the Essay with Lambda and the references to it are beyond dispute, as 
already discussed in section 1 of this chapter. But also in Book Alpha 
Meizon, 1-2, Aristotle struggled with identifying the "nature and pur- 
pose" (φύσις and σκοπός, 983a21-23) of the science that studies “the 
first causes and principles" (981b28-29) and with determining its name 
(a problem that he would revisit numerous times in the books that even- 
tually constituted the Metaphysics): “the name we are looking for,’ he said, 
"refers to one and the same science,’ which, he continued, “must investi- 
gate the first principles and causes" (δεῖ γὰρ αὐτὴν [sc. τὴν ἐπιστήμην] 
τῶν πρώτων ἀρχῶν καὶ αἰτιῶν εἶναι ϑεωρητικήν, 982b8-9). The title of 
Theophrastus’s Essay may easily both derive from or be reflected, if not 
in this very sentence, then in these and similar considerations by Aristo- 
tle. And in the very opening paragraph of the Essay, Theophrastus made 
reference to the question of the contents of the science sought by Aris- 
totle in A 1-2 and how it relates to the study of nature (see further on 
the subject the commentary on the first Aporia, below, in Part III). Aris- 
totle continued his search for the sought after science (ἐπιζητουμένην 
ἐπιστήμην, 995a24) in Book Beta and started off his first aporia on a sub- 
ject which is very close to that treated by Theophrastus. Just as Aristotle 
asked whether the first causes are to be studied by one or more disci- 
plines (ἔστι δ᾽ ἀπορία πρώτη ... πότερον μιᾶς ἢ πολλῶν ἐπιστημῶν 
ϑεωρῆσαι τὰς αἰτίας, 99504 --6), so also Theophrastus set the tone of his 
entire Essay in his opening sentence by asking what sort of objects are 
those which can be used to mark the boundaries of this discipline, as 


45 All translations without exception render the word as “here, "ici" etc., with the 
same understanding; cf. van Raalte’s comment on the passage. 
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opposed to physics. Apart from the subject of this aporia, Theophras- 
tuss Essay is by its very style very close to Beta, as I shall next dis- 
cuss. 

On the basis of all the evidence discussed in this section, it appears 
beyond a reasonable doubt that the title of the Essay was indeed Περὶ 
ἀρχῶν, and it should be restored to it, while paying homage to the 
perspicacity of Rose who noticed it a century and a half ago. 


3. Nature and Significance of the Work 


Long thought of as a fragment of a larger composition, Theophrastuss 
Essay has eventually been recognized by recent scholarship as an integral 
and independent work.“ On the basis of the preceding discussion and the 
analysis in the commentary, it can be described as a dialectical essay of an 
aporetic, or rather, diaporetic nature on first principles (περὶ ἀρχῶν). 
Its explicit purpose, stated in the opening question, is to identify and 
mark off the subjects which a study of first principles and of the nature 
of their connection to the rest of the universe must address in order to 
proceed to a successful resolution (εὐπορεῖν). As such it assumes and 
operates fully within Aristotelian (and, to the extent that Theophrastus 
himself contributed to their development, Theophrastean) methods of 
investigation. The principles of this method are well known? and can be 
summarized in some of Aristotle's familiar statements: ? 


46 Hermann Usener, who first began the systematic study of the Essay in his pioneering 
article of 1861 entitled, “Zu Theophrasts metaphysischem Bruchstück;" held the text to 
be fragmentary, dislocated, and lacunose. These views persisted until Ross (1929), in his 
Introduction, called the former charge into question (p. x) and thoroughly disproved 
the other two (pp. xix-xxiv). More recently Laks & Most (pp. x-xvii and 89n3) gave a 
sustained defense of the unity of the Essay. 

47 To avoid misunderstanding, the terms “dialectical,” “aporia; and “diaporia” are to 
be understood in their strict Aristotelian sense as described in what immediately follows. 
See also above, note 14. 

48 See the collection of articles in S. Mansion 1961, and the very useful and synthetic 
overview of the methods of Aristotle by Berti 1989. The concept of aporia has been also 
much discussed; fundamental remains the article by Aubenque in Mansion 1961, while 
the study by Cleary 1993 provides a detailed analysis of how Aristotle actually proceeded 
in a diaporia, or worked through an aporia. There is a recent and exhaustive analysis of 
its use in Greek philosophy up to and including Aristotle in Motte and Rutten 2001. 

® By this I do not mean to imply that these particular texts of Aristotle had nec- 
essarily been already composed at the time when Theophrastus was writing, and that 
he was following their letter, but that Theophrastus was operating on the basis of this 
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In the Topics Aristotle establishes the usefulness of dialectic for the 
study of the philosophical sciences: 


[Dialectic] is useful for the study of the philosophical sciences because 
if we have the ability to work initially through aporiae (διαπορῆσαι) on 
either side we shall more easily discern the true as well as the false in 
each class [of things investigated]. It has a further use in connection with 
the first things (πρῶτα) relating to each individual science. For, it being 
impossible to make any statement about them at all on the basis of the first 
principles proper to the particular science in hand—since these principles 
are prior to all things—it is by means of what is acceptable to the many or 
the wise (ἔνδοξα) about each that it is necessary to discuss them. 


Aristotle here establishes the basics of his methodology. Philosophical 
analyses proceeds from and on the basis of primary axiomatic truths 
(τὰ πρῶτα) or first principles (ἀρχαί). In the investigation of the first 
principles themselves, however, since there is nothing prior to them with 
which to investigate them, recourse must be had to the views held by 
the many or the wise (ἔνδοξα). The way in which these ἔνδοξα are 
investigated then consists of a preliminary working through the aporiae 
they raise, a process which Aristotle consistently calls duastogéw.°! This 
sifting, so to speak, of the aporiae results in separating the obviously false 
from the seemingly true, upon which then proper analysis can proceed. 
Aristotle discusses the process of διαπορεῖν and provides a number of 
examples in Book B of the Metaphysics: 


We must, with a view to the science which we are seeking, first recount 
the things about which we should first raise aporiae (ἀπορῆσαι). These 
include both the other opinions that some have held about them, and 
any points besides these that happen to have been overlooked. For those 
who wish to have a successful resolution of their aporiae (εὐπορῆσαι), 


understanding he and Aristotle had about method. The statements quoted here, which 
may or may not have been written at the time Theophrastus was writing the Essay, reflect 
best this understanding. 

50 Topics 101a34-b2; translation adapted from that by Smith 1997, 2-3. The last 
sentence is structured around μέν ... δέ, and its two parts are integrally connected. The 
contrast that Aristotle is drawing through this sentence structure, and which reflects 
a contrast in methods, is between two prepositions, لاغ‎ μέν ... διὰ δέ ... : If, on 
the one hand, the method of analysis that starts from (ἐχ) the first principles in each 
particular science is inoperative, as in this case (because we are investigating the first 
principles themselves and there is nothing prior to them with which to investigate them), 
then on the other hand we have to have recourse to working by means of (διά) views 
accepted by the many or the wise. This structure is overlooked in the available English 
translations. 

?! See the discussion of this and related terms in the commentary on 12b4 in Part III. 
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it is advantageous first to work through them (διαπορῆσαι) well; for the 
subsequent successful resolution of aporiae (εὐπορία) implies the solu- 
tion of those that were previously raised (ἀπορουμένων). ... Therefore 
one should have surveyed all the difficulties beforehand, both for the rea- 
sons we have stated and because people who inquire without first work- 
ing through the aporiae (διαπορῆσαι) are like those who do not know 
where they have to go— besides, such a man does not know whether he 
has found what he was looking for or not, for to him the end is not clear, 
while it is clear to him who did raise aporiae at the beginning (τῷ προη- 
TOOLAOTL).°7 


The same approach is re-stated more forcefully and succinctly by Aristo- 
tle in a later work, De anima (403b20-24): 


In our enquiry concerning soul, at the same time as we proceed by working 
in a preliminary way through aporiae (διαποροῦντας) that need to be 
brought to a successful resolution (εὐπορεῖν), it is necessary also to include 
the views of as many predecessors as expressed themselves on the subject, 
in order that we may adopt (apprehend: λάβωμεν) what was stated well 
and, in case something was not, guard against it. 


Aristotle here expands on his understanding of διαπορεῖν. It involves 
raising the aporiae that can be detected in an examination of what others 
and ones predecessors have said on a given subject and working though 
them in a preliminary way, and performing the same task on all other 
sorts of questions that may be raised. Only this ensures a successful 
resolution of the aporiae, what Aristotle calls εὐπορία. 

The starting points of διαπορεῖν are thus what is acceptable to the 
many and the wise (ἔνδοξα), or what others or what predecessors have 
said on a subject, or any other view that may have been overlooked—in 
short, everything that Aristotle called the phenomena, or “appearances” 
(τὰ qouvóuevo).? In the Nicomachean Ethics he makes the following 
statement on method before entering on a discussion of incontinence: 


We must, as in all other cases, set down the phenomena (τιϑέντας τὰ 
φαινόμενα) and, after first working out the aporiae (διαπορήσαντας), go 
on to prove, if possible, the truth of all that is acceptable to the many or the 
wise about these affections or, failing this, of the greater number and the 
most authoritative.” 


52 Met. B 1, 995a24-29, a33-b2; translation adapted from that of Ross, CWA 1574- 
1575. 

33 As analyzed in a fundamental article by Owen 1961 and further discussed in detail 
by Cleary 1994. 

** NE VII 1, 1145b2-6; adapted from the translation by Ross/Urmson, CWA 1809. 
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The phenomena is a broad category in Aristotle and the things to 
which it refers depend on the science for which they are relevant and 
which is under investigation. For the biological sciences and astronomy 
the reference is to empirical observations: 


It falls to experience to deliver the principles of any subject. In astron- 
omy, for instance, it was astronomical experience that delivered the prin- 
ciples of astronomical science, for it was only when the phenomena (φαι- 
vóuevo) were adequately apprehended (Anpdevrwv) that the astronomical 
demonstrations were discovered. And the same is true of any art or science 
whatever. 


The methodology encapsulated in these few citations is thus the follow- 
ing. For the philosophical investigation of any subject, and especially for 
the investigation of the principles of any subject, one starts from what 
Aristotle broadly calls the phenomena. Depending on the nature of the 
subject matter treated, these vary all the way from empirical observations 
to views held by the many or the wise, to the opinions of philosophers of 
preceding generations, and in short to any other view that commands 
respect. The task at hand is to identify and apprehend these phenom- 
ena (τιϑέναι καὶ λαμβάνειν τὰ φαινόμενα). Before proceeding with the 
actual philosophical analysis of any of the subjects for which the phe- 
nomena have been collected, and in order to define the goal which one 
wishes to reach and winnow the true views and opinions from the false, 
one has to identify and raise the specific problems that are associated with 
the particular phenomena in each case—the aporiae—and then work 
through the aporiae in a preliminary way (διαπορεῖν). This lends clar- 
ity to the subject to be investigated and ensures the eventual successful 
resolution of the aporiae and the original problem (εὐπορία). 
Theophrastus’s Essay is an application, indeed a performance, of these 
principles or methodological guidelines. His subject being the first things 
(τὰ πρῶτα), it is clear that there can be no other prior principles from 
which to start the discussion, so recourse has to be had to the phenom- 
ena, as expressly stated by him in his Physics (fr. 143 FHS&G) and indi- 
cated in Diaporia 20c1 in the Essay. In this case, these consist of, first, 
observation of nature and the constitution of the universe (11b26), and 
second, the existing views and theories by the many and the wise—hence 


55 See Cleary’s 1994 analysis of the concept of phenomena in Aristotles methodology; 
cf. 90n13, “the meaning of ‘phenomena is always relative to the subject matter; e.g., 
physical vs. moral phenomena? 

56 APr. I 30, 46a17-22; translation adapted from that of Owen 1961, 84. 
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Iheophrastuss constant reference to earlier and contemporary thinkers. 
These references do not constitute doxography (except accidentally) but 
serve the purposes of dialectic investigation.” The first step is to be clear 
about what the knowledge that is sought will consist of, or, as Theophras- 
tus says, state precisely what the boundaries of knowing are (9a25-26). 
This is done by identifying and then taking hold of; or apprehending, 
the objective boundaries which define each thing and discriminating it 
from the rest; as Aristotle spoke about the necessity of apprehending 
the phenomena, so Theophrastus here talks of apprehending the bound- 
aries (λαμβάνειν ὅρους) ofthe things investigated (9b20, 11a2, 11b25).^? 
This helps setting up the aporiae which one will then work through 
(διαπορεῖν) as a prelude to the full investigation. Theophrastuss Essay 
is precisely the working through of the aporiae which he brings up, one 
after the other, regarding the first things. The Neoplatonist scholiast accu- 
rately perceived this nature of the Essay and called it, appropriately, προ- 
διαπορίαι, as discussed above.” 


57 Much work has been done recently on doxographies, mainly by J. Mansfeld and 
H. Baltussen, which has shed precious light on their nature and function. In the case of 
Theophrastus, a pivotal author in the development of the genre, Baltussen points on the 
one hand to the significance of Aristotle's Topics as the starting point for Theophrastus's 
collection of doxai (Baltussen 2002, 56), and on the other to the crucial aspect of 
Theophrastus philosophical production of “creating overviews on many topics (which) 
were exploited as useful reference books in later times" (Baltussen 2003, 61). 

38 These are the only three passages in the Essay in which the term ὅρος occurs. 
See the discussion of λαμβάνειν ὅρους used in this context by Repici 1990, 187-196. 
As Repici rightly points out, these boundaries are not subjective criteria to be posited 
by individuals, but the objective facts on the ground, the way in which reality breaks 
itself into well defined areas and hence enables humans to define their extent. On this 
understanding, it appears counterintuitive to translate the term ὄρος as “standard,” as 
Lennox 2001, 227, does (followed by Johnson 2005, 36), and then explain that "stan- 
dards" in this case is to be understood as "principles objectively based in the way the 
world is,’ because all standards—of weight, measurement, orthography, ethical behavior, 
literary excellence, etc.—are man-made and imply subjective epistemological categories. 
Theophrastus rather points to objective ontological categories in all being, very much 
along the lines, it seems, intended by Aristotles use of the term ὄρος in PA 639a13, to 
which Lennox and Johnson refer. In that passage Aristotle is not talking about "standards" 
(Lennox, Johnson), or “canons” (Ogle in CWA), or “régles” (Louis), posited by humans 
which one adopts in the study of nature, but about different sets of objective boundaries 
which break reality into different categories and to which we refer in our study, as his 
immediately following examples make clear: boundaries established by objective or nat- 
ural sets like substances (οὐσίαι, 639216), genera (γένη a20), affections (πάϑη, a22), and 
conditions (διαθέσεις, a22). Talking about these subjects indiscriminately, Aristotle goes 
on to say, is unclear (ἄδηλον) and fails to respect the proper distinctions among these 
sets of boundaries (ἀδιόριστον, with the term ὅρος included in the word, a22). 

59 Some scholars have tended to see this characterization as based on what the scho- 
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This evaluation of the nature and purpose of the Essay thus has ancient 
authority as well as contemporary support, and I believe also corre- 
sponds most closely to its contents and structure; it also has implications 
for its date of composition, as discussed in section 1 above. On the other 
hand, given its aporetic, and hence for the most part doctrinally inconclu- 
sive impact, it has also given rise to varied interpretations, which remind 
one of the Indian story of the blind men and the elephant, each of whom 
described the animal according to the body part he felt. Thus, to give but 
a few examples, Reale 1964, 11, believed that the Essay expresses a cri- 
sis in the earliest Peripatos that resulted in the “liquidation of Aristotle’s 
first philosophy”; Battegazzore 1989 felt that it promoted an empiricist 
approach (cf. Ross, p. xxv, “Theophrastus is first and foremost a man of 
science’) that induced Aristotle to distance himself from Plato; Kramer 
1971, 12, also with reference to the work of Weische, saw skeptical ele- 
ments in it; van Raalte 1988, 189, argued that it testifies to Theophrastus’s 
“organicistic” view of “the cosmos as an organic whole”; and Festugiere 
365-366 even claimed to have discerned in it the outlines of a Christian 
theology!®' These views are all welcome, and even though I do not believe 
that they constitute the main purpose of the Essay, they all point to yet 
further aspects of it. In a way, they attest to its richness and evocative 
nature, an indication of how much Theophrastus actually succeeded with 
his aporiae in making us think seriously about the questions he raises. 

Seen from this wider perspective, Theophrastus’s Essay is a window to 
classical Greek philosophy, offering us a rare view of it in the making. 
It reflects the very lively discussions in the early Academy which provide 
the very matrix from which it draws, and it looks forward to—and indeed 


liast must have inferred from the last paragraph of the Essay (Theiler 1958, 102/292; 
Burnikel 126; Laks & Most p. xvi; van Raalte 7-8; Hecquet-Devienne 2004, 179n26). But 
given the accuracy of the characterization and the sophisticated understanding of Aris- 
totelian dialectic method it betrays, together with the apposite use of the technical term 
(προ)διαπορία, as just described, these views can hardly be maintained. 

60 Gaiser 1985, 56, described the Essay as “ein Diskussionsbeitrag zu den ungelösten 
Schwierigkeiten der Prinzipientheorie des Aristoteles. Theophrast hat wohl auch hier 
nicht so sehr die aristotelischen Theorien nachtraglich in Zweifel gezogen, sondern eher 
versucht, kritische Anregungen während der Ausarbeitung der aristotelischen Konzep- 
tionen zu geben.” Cf. also Laks & Most, p. xxiii, “la plus grande partie des questions posées 
par Théophraste ont beaucoup plus a voir avec la gestation d’un programme et d’une 
méthodologie de recherche qu'avec la critique d'une doctrine constituée? 

61 In addition to these, overall assessments of the Essay can be read in Usener 1861, 
Zeller, Theiler 1958, Kramer 1973, Botter 1999, Rudolph 2000, Dillon 2002, Berti 2002; 
for more details see the opening paragraphs of the Commentary in Part III. 
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in a real way influences—developments both in Aristotle's own later phi- 
losophy and the emerging Stoic and Epicurean thought. It is explicitly 
concerned with the question of first principles, thus touching upon pos- 
sibly the most significant question addressed by ancient philosophy, but 
it is also programmatically committed to asking that question from the 
perspective of the contact (συναφή) and influence which these principles 
have with regard to the rest of the universe, especially sensible reality, thus 
situating itself at the very crossroads of the most basic issues raised by 
ancient—indeed all—philosophy: matter and form, idealism and mate- 
rialism, monism and dualism. Methodologically, it is concerned not only 
with theoretical questions of epistemology and with brazenly asking the 
most fundamental question, “what is knowledge?” (9a23 Π.), but it also 
constantly uses in the discussion of each problem analytical and episte- 
mological procedures and methods established in the early Academy and 
later in the Lyceum, procedures such as knowledge by analogy, similar- 
ity, and the like. Its non-dogmatic treatment of the issues truly brings out 
the crux of the matter in each instance and invites serious and sustained 
study, let alone commentary. Accordingly a volume could be written for 
virtually every paragraph, and indeed it has been extensively used in the 
scholarly literature in all sorts of publications. 


4. Style, Structure, and Contents of the Text 


Very much like Aristotle's Metaphysics Beta, as almost all modern schol- 
ars have noted since Brandis 1860, 340, Theophrastus’s Essay On First 
Principles poses a number of aporiae and then works through them in 
a series of diaporiae, as discussed in the previous section. The aporiae 
themselves are related, as one follows the other in a thematic sequence 
with few fresh starts—essentially, the two last segments of the Essay on 
epistemology and teleology. The writing is continuous, with almost no 
natural breaks, something to be expected in so short a piece. The style, 
given the nature of the work just discussed and the internal audience 
of the philosophers (in Assos?) to which it was addressed, is elliptical, 
exploiting to the fullest the capacities of classical Greek for compression 
of meaning in elaborate periods. 

The problem is accordingly how to break the text into meaningful 
segments for editing and presentation. Usener, who prepared the critical 
edition that has been normative to this day, thought that the work is a 
fragment, that it contains a number of lacunae, and that it is disjointed; 
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as a result, he divided the text into “sections”’ and “chapters” which not 
only do not fit adequately the contents but disregard the syntax of the 
Greek as well. He both ran-in paragraphs that should be kept separate 
(at 5a5, 7b5, 9a23, etc.), and broke up individual sentences into distinct 
paragraphs as if they were two sentences (at 5a13, 7b9, 8bo, 11b23). All 
subsequent editors and translators of the Essay followed suit (at least in 
the second offense if not always in the first), which may have created 
some of the problems of interpretation. Laks & Most discarded Usener’s 
division into nine “chapters” and introduced their own into five, based 
on their scrupulous analysis of the text (along “Wittgensteinian” lines, 
as aptly remarked by Huby 1995), but they kept Usener's division into 
34 “sections. Manifestly Usener’s numbering, which is arbitrary and 
unhelpful, cannot be maintained as the actual division of the text into 
paragraphs, though it has to be provided in the margins, along with his 
page, column, and line numbers, because all secondary literature since 
the first publication of his edition refers to these. 

In keeping with the dialectical character of his Essay, Theophrastus is 
careful to identify explicitly the aporiae, and this gives the best possible 
clue to the building blocks of the work as well as to the natural breaks 
into paragraphs. He poses twenty-five aporiae in all. These he introduces 
in one of three ways: either he expressly identifies them as an aporia by 
calling it such or using a related word that clearly indicates that this is 
a problem that needs to be studied,” or he poses the aporia by asking a 
direct question,® or finally he poses the aporia in an indirect question.“ 
Frequently he uses two ways simultaneously to introduce or identify the 
same aporia. 

Following Theophrastuss lead, I have adopted as paragraphs his own 
breaks of the text into the several aporiae, reunited sentences that were 
split into two by Usener, and disregarded accordingly any artificial divi- 
sion into “chapters,” insofar as the discussion is continuous. I assigned an 
integer number to each separate aporia, but in one particularly compli- 
cated case (Aporia 20), where Theophrastus re-formulates the aporia in 


62 §13 ἀξιόω ἀποδιδόναι; $$ 11, 12, 14, 16 ἀπορέω; 55 18, 21 ἀπορία; $$ 8, 20C1, 23 
ἄπορον; $ 15, 20b, 22 ἀφορισμός; $$ 9, 10, 21, 22.3 (ἐπι)ζητέω; 556, 7, 15, 17 ζητεῖ (κτλ.) 
λόγον, σκέψιν; $ 24 ληπτέον ὅρους, διστασμός. 

63 $1 ποῖος; 53 ἐν ποίοις; $17 πότερον ... ἤ; 661, 17, 19 πῶς, 553, 5, 22.1 τίς; $22 
(passim) τίνος ἕνεκα etc. 

64 699, 15 διὰ τί; $ 15, 20C1 μέχρι πόσου; $6, 14 ποῖος; $ 20a πόσοι, ποσαχῶς; $$ 2, 4, 
9, 10, 11, 14 πότερον ... Ù; $8, 10, 14, 25 πῶς; 556, 18, 20b, 2061 τί, τίνων; 5 20C2, 25 £v 
τίνι. 
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three successive stages, I have marked them with the letters a,b,c. Most of 
the aporiae are followed by a brief discussion (diaporia), which needed 
no special numbering; in some cases, though, the discussion extended 
into two or three diaporiae requiring their own paragraphs, and these 
have been marked with a decimal number after that of the main apo- 
ria. The “chapter” and “section” numbers of Usener are given in the right 
margin, the page and line numbers in the proximate left margin. My own 
numbering of the aporiae is inserted in bold into the text. 

The aporetic character of the work has long been recognized. Ross 
(p. xix) called it “aporematic throughout,” and Reale 1964 in particular 
paid special attention to this characteristic of the work (cf. Ellis 1988). 
He defended vigorously the originality and philosophical significance of 
the aporetic method, rightly insisting that raising the aporiae without 
resolving them is not “a mere game of hypotheses” (“un mero gioco di 
ipotesi; p. 17). And in his analysis of the text, he even gave a list of all the 
aporiae, twenty in all by his reckoning (pp. 88-90). In the main our lists 
coincide to a large degree, and where they differ it is primarily because 
Reale did not follow closely Theophrastuss separation of the aporiae. 
But more significantly, first, Reale did not see the aporiae as forming the 
structure of the Essay, at least insofar as he did not shape his translation 
accordingly, but followed Usener's arbitrary divisions, and second, he 
did not make the formulation of the aporiae specific enough to express 
the variations in Theophrastus’s quesions.® Laks & Most (p. xxiv n. 24) 
criticized Reale's listing of the aporiae not for the shortcomings I just 
mentioned but rather for reducing, as they colorfully put it, "l'opuscule 
à une série rhapsodique d'apories? For their part, though, they went to 
the other extreme by introducing their own five divisions which are not 
indicated by Theophrastus and are by no means obvious, and they tried 
to claim that the Essay is well constructed beyond, it seems, what the 
evidence will allow. Again, as Huby 1995 put it in her review, "they at 
least succeed in showing that the work is less episodic than might at first 
appear. 


$5 "Thus, for example, as the final aporia of the Essay he formulates a general question 
about teleology (“quali sono i limiti del finalismo e della possibilità della spiegazione 
teleologica della realta?”), covering the text 10a22-12a2. But in this section there are 
actually four aporiae mentioned by Theophrastus (22-25 according to my numbering), 
including the one about spontaneous causation (23) and the very significant concept 
for the Essay of apprehending the boundaries in nature of the extent of teleological 
explanation (24). 
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Ihe two views of the structure of the Essay are not mutually exclusive. 
That it is explicitly structured in terms of the aporiae cannot be seriously 
doubted; its very nature, as discussed in the previous section, imposes 
this structure. On the other hand, it is also clear that these aporiae are 
not about any subject whatsoever but about first principles, whence the 
thematic unity characterizing the work which operates as a “leitmotif” 
and runs like a “red thread” through its entirety, namely, understanding 
the connection between the intelligible and sensible worlds. Accordingly 
what should form the focus of attention is the aporiae themselves which 
follow each other in sequence, establishing the major subjects within the 
discussion of the first principles. 

Seen from this perspective, the major subjects around which the apo- 
riae are sequentially clustered, as one leads into the other, appear to be 
three. The first and main subject, occupying more than half of the Essay, 
is, understandably, the study, nature, and properties of the first princi- 
ples (aporiae 1-17, 25). This is followed by two extensive appendices, 
one might say, investigating problems relating to the main subject, one 
on epistemology and the methods of knowing everything from the first 
principles down to inanimate beings—and hence, presumably, the nature 
of the connection between intelligibles and sensibles—(aporiae 18-21), 
and another on teleology, testing one view of the application of a first 
principle to the universe (aporiae 22-24).°’ In outline, the contents are 
as follows (the numbers refer to the aporiae): 


A. he first principles: their study, nature, and properties 


1-2,25 Marking the boundaries of the study of first principles, as distinct 
from the objects of nature, to which, however, they are to be related. 
The concluding aporia presents the two approaches as one, the study 
of the universe investigating the ontological categories (intelligibles, 
mathematicals, sensibles) into which all beings belong and their 
interrelations. 

3-5 The nature, number, identity, and causality of the first principles. 


66 Theiler 1958, 102-104/ 292-294, and Laks & Most p. xxv, respectively. 

$7 Theiler 1958 (Anhang; 102-105 / 292-297) identified and discussed three “leitmo- 
tifs" in the Essay, which generally correspond to the three main subjects discussed here, 
though he neither localized them in particular parts of the text nor related them to spe- 
cific aporiae. For his part, Brandis 1860, 340, had already seen the Essay as breaking into 
two major sections, conflating what I present here as the two appendices into one part on 
epistemological principles and their application, which may be a different way of saying 
the same thing. 
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6-8 Ihe previous aporia on the causality of the first principles brings up 
the question of the motion of the celestial spheres, first part. 

9-10 The previous aporia on the celestial spheres brings up the 
question of how they relate to the sublunar world. 

11-12 After the interlude on the sublunar world, the discussion on the 
motion of the celestial spheres is continued, second part. 

13 Review of the views of the wise (endoxa) on the relation of the first 
principles to the rest of the universe. 

14-17 Properties of the first principles: whether they are indeterminate, 
determinate, or both (and if the latter, how to understand the 
division of beings into matter and form), and how to understand 
their property of being at rest. 


B. Epistemology: knowledge and knowing all reality 


18-21 The observation that all reality consists of contraries brings up the 
question of knowledge in general insofar as an understanding of 
contraries—starting from the major opposition between intelligibles 
and sensibles, whose connection to each other is the main subject 
of the Essay, to the fact that nature itself consists of differences and 
similarities—leads to knowledge.® After establishing the principle 
that each thing has its proper way of being known, the knowledge 
of the first principles is said to be through a method other than that 
used in natural science. 


C. Teleology: Testing one view of the application of a first principle to the 
universe 


22-24 The principle that everything has a final cause (is for the sake of 
something) and that nature does nothing in vain is tested by an 
assessment of its indiscriminate application and a brief review of 
alternative views. 


As for the specific contents of the aporiae, each section in the commen- 
tary in Part 111 begins with a detailed paraphrase intended to bring out the 
particular issues which Theophrastus is addressing and which, given the 
elliptical nature of his writing, need to be spelled out for a contemporary 
audience. Each aporia can be accordingly judged on its own terms. Some 
aporiae Theophrastus simply mentions but does not discuss (e.g., $7 on 
the number of spheres mentioned in Aristotle's Metaphysics Lambda), 
others he discusses in detail and with syllogistic arguments (e.g. $ 24.1 
on the one and the indefinite dyad), still others he lets his opinion about 


68 Cf. the discussion of the third leitmotif in the Essay by Theiler 1958, 104-105 / 296. 
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them indirectly be known (e.g., § 14 on the composition of the first prin- 
ciples, where he lets his preference for the third alternative be known 
by not raising any objections against it), and for yet still others he sim- 
ply asserts his preference without argument (e.g., §2 on the connection 
between intelligibles and sensibles), .ع‎ 

The advantage of perceiving this aporetic structure of the Essay and 
studying each aporia on its own merit, albeit against the background 
of the broader theme and the “red thread” running through it, is that 
we can better perceive the significance of each detail for Theophrastuss 
immediate milieu and thus better gauge its historical moment. This is 
philosophy in the making, actual philosophical discussions taking place 
among history's premier philosophers, and the Essay gives us front row 
seats for that specific day. The Essay bears no explicit date, but the 
live issues themselves, and the determination of what argument was 
important for whom and when, do. As discussed in the first section of 
this chapter, that point in time was in all likelihood the Academic circle 
as reconstituted in Assos, with Speusippus in Athens as the head of the 
Academy." 


® For details on the form of argumentation in all aporiae see the commentary. 

70 The following publication appeared too late to be utilized in the present study: 
M. Crubellier and A. Laks, eds, Aristotle: Metaphysics Beta. Symposium Aristotelicum, 
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009. 

The detailed analysis of the Aristotelian aporiae amplifies my discussion of the subject 
above (in section 3). Furthermore, the two editors point out (p. 19) the similar aporetic 
structure of Aristotle's Metaphysics Beta and Theophrastus’s Essay, on the basis of which 
both they and I, independently of each other, structure our respective commentaries by 
the underlying aporiae. S. Menn’s observation (p. 214n3) that Theophrastus uses ἀρχή 
and πρῶτον “equivalently” provides further evidence for my argument, following White 
2002 (pp. 30-31 above), in favor of the original title of this Essay as Περὶ ἀρχῶν. 


CHAPTER TWO 


THE GREEK TEXT: 
MANUSCRIPTS, TRANSLATIONS, STEMMA CODICUM 


1. The Greek Manuscripts 


The text of Theophrastus’s On First Principles survives in eighteen Greek 
manuscripts dating from the ninth to the sixteenth centuries, a medieval 
Arabic translation from the second half of the ninth, a medieval Latin 
translation from the middle of the thirteenth, two further Latin trans- 
lations from the Renaissance, and an Aldine editio princeps from 1497 
which, for the purposes of the establishment of the text, has the value of 
a manuscript (Burnikel 29-30). It is a rich and diverse tradition, which 
has engaged the attention of scholars for some time, as a result of which 
not only the main lines but also the details of transmission have become 
relatively clear. In particular after the fundamental researches of Burnikel 
(1974) on the manuscripts of the Essay and his establishment of a stemma 
codicum, and the equally fundamental edition by Laks & Most (1993) 
which built upon and further corroborated Burnikel' results," it is now 
possible to proceed more expeditiously and to concentrate on all the 
essential evidence for the establishment of the text, eliminating what is 
reduntant, derivative, and misunderstood. 

Briefly, the situation with the Greek manuscript tradition of the Essay 
is as follows. It divides into two major families, one of which is repre- 
sented by the single manuscript P (Paris. gr. 1853), and the other by 
two sub-families: manuscripts JCL (Vindobonensis phil. gr. 100, Venet. 
Marcianus gr. Z 211, Florent. Laurentianus 28,45) and the manuscripts 
in sub-family Σ (as called by Burnikel, pp. XXXVIII-XXXIX), which 
includes fourteen manuscripts and the Aldine edition of 1497. These 
manuscripts are described and discussed extensively by Fobes (pp. xxvi- 
xxxiii), Burnikel, and Laks & Most (pp. xl-Ixxx) in a way that renders 


! Theapproach and conclusions of Burnikel in this study were also favorably reviewed 
by N.G. Wilson in Gnomon 51 (1979) 59-60. 
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repetition nugatory; the interested reader is referred to these works. 
Here only the manuscripts and translations immediately relevant to the 
establishment of the text of the Essay in this edition will be discussed. 


Paris. gr. 1853 

One of the two most ancient (tenth century) and reliable manuscripts 
containing the works of Aristotle (manuscript E of the Aristotelian trea- 
tises), the Parisinus has been repeatedly studied and analyzed in the lit- 
erature, most recently by Hecquet-Devienne 2000 and 2004. It “is the 
result of a strong ‘editorial’ project ... carried out by three scribes capa- 
ble of correcting transliteration errors and other types of copying errors. 
It is the result of a collation of models [i.e., exemplars], which were 
themselves carefully executed” (Hecquet-Devienne 2004, 172). It con- 
tains both the Metaphysics of Aristotle and the Essay by Theophrastus, 
in that order, and at the end of the Essay it has the Scholium about 
its authorship and nature (12a3-12b5) discussed above in Chapter 1.2. 
The fact that other scholia of this nature in the same manuscript trans- 
mit information also from the commentary on Aristotle's Metaphysics by 
Asclepius, the student of Ammonius (fl. early sixth century), and that 
these scholia must have been present in at least one of the exemplars 
from which P was copied and with which it was collated, constitutes 
another indication among others that will be discussed later, that the 
text of Theophrastuss Essay in this manuscript ultimately goes back to 
a Neoplatonic archetype from the period of Asclepius. This information 
accords well with the findings resulting from a study of the readings in 
P of the Essay: P has by far the largest number of correct readings in 
common with W, the Greek exemplar of the Arabic translation, which 
itself also ultimately derives from the same Neoplatonic archetype but 
from a line independent from that of P (see the list of these readings 
below in this chapter, section 3). This indicates the reliability of the text 
in P vis a vis that in the other extant Greek manuscripts. However, P was 
copied from (a) minuscule manuscript(s) (e.g., at 1105 ἄνευ, corrected 
as such by the scribe, was written originally àv ἐν) ultimately deriv- 
ing from the same transliteration from uncials to minuscule writing as 
manuscript J.” 


? For a discussion and the evidence see Irigoin 1997, 183-187. 
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Sub-family JCL 


J Vindob. phil. gr 100, the famous Viennese Aristotle, also contains Theo- 
phrastus’s Essay together with Aristotles Metaphysics, but in this manu- 
script the Essay precedes the Metaphysics and does not contain the Scho- 
lium at the end. It is our earliest witness to the text in the Greek tradition, 
and is completely independent from P, having no common errors with it. 
Burnikel 119 records only two such, a spelling error οΓἐνμόρφους at 746, 
which has little evidentiary value, and ἔχουσαι at 10b22, which is almost 
certainly not an error but the correct text (see the commentary on that 
passage). J itself was copied from a minuscule manuscript, as it appears 
from its error at 


6b12 δόξειεν ἂν P Y CL A : δόξει ἐρᾶν J 


as noted by Fobes (p. xxvi). This variant also indicates that 

C and L, which have the correct reading, were not copied from J but from 
a common ancestor, independently of each other. C (Venet. Marcianus 
gr. Z 211) and L (Florent. Laurentianus 28,45) exhibit numerous errors 
of transcription due mostly to misread abbreviations, of omission, and 
of commission in editorial attempts. In particular the Florentine manu- 
script (L) contains an inordinate number of errors which would indicate 
a lengthy tradition of copying from the common ancestor it has with C 
(Burnikel 113). 

Although CL do derive ultimately from a common ancestor with J, 
they nevertheless have been so corrrupted in the process of transmis- 
sion that they no longer carry any correct readings, independently of J, 
which are not due to conjectural emendations. This can be shown in the 
following table of all readings in CL that are not present in either of the 
two independent manuscripts, P and J, and their correctors. To complete 
the documentation, the table also contains the readings of the other two 
independent manuscripts, V and A, as they become evident from the 
Arabic and Latin translations respectively (for which see sections 2 and 4 
below). The readings adopted in the text as correct are always listed first. 

4a6 ταὐτὰ A (eadem) C? Tiph. Steph. : tavta P, ταῦτα J CL: τὰ αὐτὰ A 
: W om. in lac.] The correct reading in C (ταὐτὰ) does not come from 
an independent source but is a correction by a second hand. But the 
evidence of C here is not needed as the correct reading is found in A. 
The Arabic translation is missing the first page of the text where this 
passage occurs. 

5b8 κρεῖττον PJ V : κρείττων AL A, κρεῖττων C] Here the PJ and W 
reading is the correct one, even if only for stemmatic reasons (see the 
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stemma codicum in section 6 below), though Burnikel 121 suggests 
that L A should be preferred (see the commentary); but even if that 
were so, xgeittwv in L A would still not be more that an “obvious” 
conjectural emendation. 

1084 ἢ μερῶν CL et Spengel, sed corruptelam susp. ego : ἡμερῶν PJ, 
ἡμέρων A : (τῶν eip)nuévov ut vid. Ar. (allati quind), an etiam W?: 
Lat. om. in lac.] It is almost certain the reading ἢ μερῶν is corrupt; 
the wrong breathing in PJ and the nonsensical reading in A of the X 
sub-family (“tame”?) suggest a deeper problem than the one for which 
the too obvious scribal correction in CL would provide a solution. 

It is not impossible that some form of εἰρημένων, the reading in the 
Arabic translation, may underlie the corrupt form. In any case, CL do 
not offer an independent reading but a conjectural correction of the 
reading in the paradosis as represented by PJ. 

10412 κινεῖται CL B : κινῆται PJ W A [A]] This is an instance of a 
correction necessary for the sentence to become complete; a verb 
in the indicative is needed to provide an apodosis, which otherwise 
would be lacking, in the temporal clause. It is not evidence of an 
independent source of CL (and B, which belongs to the X sub-family). 

10b22 ἔχουσαι PJ W A: ἔχουσι CL A] ἔχουσαι is almost certainly the 
correct reading; see the commentary. The presence of ἔχουσι cannot 
be explained other than as a conjecture intended to restore the broken 
syntax of the sentence. 


This evidence indicates that all that CL contribute to the text is the con- 
jecture emending to the indicative at 10a12; the dubious separation of 
the two words at 10a4 is an attempt to correct the probably corrupt pas- 
sage. One may safely conclude that CL do not have any independent and 
original readings beyond what is to be found in PJ and W and A. As a 
result, they contribute no independent readings for the establishment of 
the text and hence their evidence need not be taken in the main apparatus 
except, for the purposes of full documentation, in problematic passages. 
Their readings are, however, fully registered in the supplementary appa- 
ratus. 


Sub-family X 


According to Burnikel's researches (66), further corroborated by Laks 
and Most, this large sub-family of manuscripts derives from a single late 
thirteenth century manuscript, 


Vaticanus gr. 1302. It belongs to the same family as JCL, but since 
it and those that directly derive from it cannot be subsumed under 
any of the three, JCL, they form their own sub-family (Burnikel 121). 
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For a listing of the other manuscripts in this sub-family see the Sigla, 
and for a description see Burnikel and Laks & Most. Manuscript A is 
distinctive through a number of unique characteristics. It is the oldest 
extant manuscript that contains the Essay by Theophrastus together with 
eight other of his opuscula and independently of Aristotles other works 
and especially the Metaphysics. It also contains the Scholium (12a3- 
12b5) about the history of the text. Its quality as witness to the text, 
however, is marred by numerous peculiar mistakes. These alterations 
to the text are due both to errors and to a substantial revision of the 
text at some point in the forebears of A (Burnikel 121). In addition, 
the corrections that have been effected on the manuscript itself by at 
least two hands appear to be all based on conjecture rather than on 
readings from other manuscripts, and hence there is no question of 
contamination (Burnikel 69). Because of these shortcomings, both Ross 
and Fobes as well as Jaeger 1932 in his review of Ross & Fobes showed 
little appreciation for the manuscript. Their verdict is basically correct. 
As Burnikel summarizes it (123), A has no original and independent 
readings against the consensus of P and J. In the entire text, manuscript 
A and any of the other manuscripts in sub-family X have a reading that is 
not carried by P and J and their correctors only in the following passages 
(as in the preceding table, the readings of W and A are also included, 
and in the entries the reading adopted as correct in the text is listed 
first): 


4a23 αὐτῶν Ψ A O : αυτῶν P : αὐτῶν JCL A] αὑτῶν is a correction 
by the learned scribe of manuscript O (Ottobonianus gr. 153) of 
the sub-family £, Theodore of Gaza. His conjecture, however, is not 
needed for the establishment of the text since the original reading is 
independently provided in Ψ and A. 

409 ἐχούσας PJ W A C : ἔχουσαν L A] ἐχούσας is the lectio difficilior 
and is to be retained (though Burnikel 121 argues for the singular 
form); see the commentary. The unnecessary "correctior" to the 
singular was independently made both by A and L and, in modern 
times, by Usener. 

4b18 πιστικωτέρως PJ W A CL A: πειστικωτέρως D] The difference 
here is a matter of spelling: there is no doubt that the paradosis had 
the spelling with iota only, and that the epsilon iota was added con- 
jecturally by the knowledgeable scribe of manuscript D (Ambrosianus 
P 80 sup.), for D was ultimately copied from A which has πιστικωτέ- 
ows. I believe that the form with the iota only is correct for the rea- 
sons I discuss in the commentary. 

5b8 κρεῖττον PJ YW: κρείττων AL A, xoeittwv C] The neuter form in PJ 
W is correct. This was discussed above, under the sub-family JCL. 
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6a26 τὰ ἄλλα P : v ἄλλα JCL: τἆλλα A [W] [A]] Whether there is crasis 
or elision here, and if the former, whether a coronis is to be used 
to write it, are all matters of orthography and editorial preferences, 
whose conventions changed over the centuries; this has no bearing on 
the question of independent readings in X. I prefer to adhere to the 
oldest recoverable paradosis, τὰ ἄλλα. 

7b13 ἀντιμεταλλακτέον D : xt μεταλλακτέον PJ CIL A [W] : τὴν 
µεταλλακτέον C : μεταλλακτέοι ut vid. A] Here the scribe of 
manuscript D corrected the primitive error by haplography in the 
entire paradosis as it appeared in his source, manuscript A (ἐνέργειαν 
(Av) TL μεταλλακτέογ). 

8a11 Ov pr. WY 820 : êv PJ ACL A] This variant indicates that manu- 
scripts V and P J derive from different transliterations from uncials 
(see below, section 2). The common source of P and J had thus £v, 
which was corrected by Theodore of Gaza (the scribe of O) and the 
corrector of B into Ov. 

8b4 μέλανα PJ CL [A] : τὰ μέλανα A et ut interpr. Ar.] Burnikel 121 
may be right in arguing that the article is needed to avoid making 
the expression a hendiadys and thus misrepresenting the mean- 
ing, but given the context, there is little danger of misunderstand- 
ing. The reading in A would again be a correction and not inde- 
pendent, while the Arabic translation represents the correct under- 
standing of the passage whether or not the article was present in 
V. 

8b20 γένη ... εἴδη Ῥ A A Tiph. : γένη ... elder L : γένει... εἴδει 
PJ CL!.] The correct reading, divined by A by writing the plural 
nominative, is present independently in manuscripts Y and A as 
reflected in the Arabic and Latin translations respectively. 

9423 ὁρατόν PJ W A CL: ἀόρατον A] Here actually ὁρατόν is the 
correct reading, and A is an attempt at emendation; see the Appendix. 

10412 κινεῖται CL B : κινῆται PJ W A [A]] A reads the erroneous 
subjunctive. This variant was discussed above, under the sub-family 
JCL. 

10922 ἔχουσαι PJ Ψ A: ἔχουσι CL A] A reads the erroneous ἔχουσι. 
This was discussed above, under the sub-family JCL. 

1148 αὐτὸ A: αὐτὰ J" CL [¥] : avtog P : αὕτως A] The correct reading 
is apparently uniquely carried by A, though αὐτὰ in J", if it reflects 
the reading in the now lost original J, may be equally correct; see 
the commentary. As “correction” to αὕτως creates an intolerable 
redundancy with ὁμοίως later on in the sentence and is to be rejected. 

11bs v PJ" CL [W] [A] : te A] As with all cases of elision in Greek 
manuscripts, not much can be elicited from this variant. 

11b14 τὰς V OV? : te P CL [A] : te τὴν J": om. A] The correct reading 
is carried independently by W and then, by emendation, by two 
representatives of the X sub-family of manuscripts; the correction, 
which is obvious, was apparently made by the discerning Theodore of 
Gaza in manuscript O and then copied by a reader of V??. The 
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Arabic translation has the correct form reflecting τὰς µεταβολάς (at- 
tagayir), but even if W read τε for τὰς the translator would have made 
the obvious correction in his version. 


This evidence indicates that A and the manuscripts of sub-family X con- 
tribute no independent readings but only two conjectures, at 7b13 and 
10a12. Three other correct readings, the nominatives at 8b20, the rough 
breathing for the reflexive form at 4a23, and the accusative feminine plu- 
ral article at 11b14 are found as original readings in V and/or A but must 
be seen as conjectures in A and sub-family X and hence do not constitue 
independent evidence. In the remaining cases the reading of the oldest 
two Greek manuscripts, P and J, is indeed the correct one and not that of 
the manuscripts in sub-family 2: (as thought by some earlier editors). As 
in the case of CL, the manuscripts in sub-family Σ and especially A have 
no independent readings to contribute and accordingly can be ignored in 
the establishment ofthe text except in these few instances where they pro- 
vide ancillary help. Burnikel 73 calls sub-family = “nahezu Bedeutungs- 
los" for this purpose, and he is right. Only his admiration for the edi- 
torial and scribal work of Theodore of Gaza (manuscript O) makes him 
advise (122) that “der Apparat einer Neuausgabe der Mt [Metaphysik] 
müsste die konjekturale Tátigkeit des Gazes gebührend berücksichtigen? 
The advice is well taken, though hardly necessary, for the exemplar of 
the Arabic translation (which Burnikel did not know) actually provides 
a number of those readings. 


2. Manuscript V, Exemplar of the 
Arabic Translation by Ishaq Ibn-Hunayn 


The only information that we have about the Greek manuscript on which 
the Arabic translation was based (W) is what we can gather from the 
translation itself; there is no external evidence. The translation was made 
by Ishaq ibn-Hunayn, and because we know that Ishaq did translate a 
number of books of Aristotles Metaphysics (but not A; see now Berto- 
lacci 2005, 270), we could guess that the manuscript also included the 
Aristotelian work, as do both of our earliest Greek manuscripts, J and 
P. It may also be possible to speculate that Aristotles work followed that 
of Theophrastus, as in the Greek manuscript J, and that since Y most 
likely contained the Scholium at the end of Theophrastuss Essay (see 
Chapter 1.2), this may have caused the misunderstanding that Book A of 


52 CHAPTER TWO 


Aristotle's Metaphysics was actually by Theophrastus and hence led to its 
not being translated into Arabic?—but there is no evidence for any of this 
with regard to manuscript W. As a matter of fact, Book Alpha eventually 
was translated as part of Aristotles Metaphysics by Nazif in the second 
half of the tenth century; but we know the reason neither of what led 
to the translation of Alpha in the tenth century nor of its neglect over a 
century earlier at the time of al-Kindi. 

With regard to W itself, there is some evidence in the translation that 
it was a manuscript in a minuscule hand; in at least two passages there is 
a mistaking of omicron iota for alpha, a mistake which is more likely to 
have happened in minuscule: 

4b10 πρώτοις a A: πρώτας Ψ ut vid. 
6a4 ὅμοιαα A: ἅμα ἃ UP 


If this is so, the question arises whether V derives from the same translit- 
eration from an uncial ancestor as J and P. The evidence is provided by 
the variant at 


8a11 Ov Y BPO: ἕνα 


where the erroneous reading £v came about through a confusion of the 
round capital letters O and E in an uncial exemplar.* This indicates that YW 
derives from a transliteration from an uncial manuscript that is different 
from that of J and P. This is also suggested by the fact that whenever 
W P and J do not all have the same reading, W agrees almost as many 
times with J as it does with P? something which would not have been 
the case had YW been related with either through the same transliteration. 
W therefore, through the Arabic translation, represents a tradition of the 
text that has no immediate relation to that of J and P and is therefore 
a primary carrier of a number of independent readings. As a matter of 
fact, ¥ carries the correct reading over J and P, and thus helps establish 
the text, in noless than 31 passages; in some of these, the correct reading 
had already been divined either by knowledgeable scribes or emenders in 


3 This is an old hypothesis that goes back to Albert the Great; for some recent 
discussions see Martini 2002, 81-84. 

4 Cf. the same mistake, also deriving from two different transliterations, in Aristotle's 
Met. 1025b8, listed by Irigoin 1997, 186. 

5 Counting variants due to accents and breathings, W agrees with J against P 17 times, 
and W agrees with P against J 23 times; see below, section 3. 
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some late Greek manuscripts or by modern scholars, whose conjectures 
have been thus dramatically corroborated. Some others are also to be 
found in the exemplar of the Latin translation (A), also registered below, 
which indicates the independence of that branch of the tradition, as will 
be discussed later (in section 4 below). In his introduction to the edition 
of Laks & Most and then in his article, Crubellier (p. LXXVI in Laks 
& Most, and p. 39n56 in Crubellier 1992) signalled some of the correct 
readings independently carried by ¥ as they can be recovered from the 
Arabic translation; I give here a complete list, together with the names of 
scribes and scholars who corrected them in the Greek text. 


4a23 αὑτῶν WA, corr. 0 

402 οἷά te VP, prop. Hoffmann apud Us. 

5a4 "καὶ" κατ’ ἐκεῖνο W, suppl. Gutas 

5a22 "οἰκεῖος; W, suppl. Gutas 

5b3 ψυχῇ W, corr. Us.!? 

5b6 ὅμως "óc! Eupvyou's' W, coni. Us. 

5b18 ἀσύνδετον Y, prop. Us. 

603 χρόνος 9" ἅμα καὶ οὐρανὸς [0 pro 8’ coni. Us.!] V, corr. Gutas 

607 πως WA, corr. recc. 

742 "πλὴν ὀλίγαις: W, suppl. Gutas 

7a7-8 [τὰς v ἐμμόρφους καὶ τὰς τῆς ὕλης] om. W, secl. Gutas 

7a15 ‘wo’ Y, coni. Hommel et Marcovich 1978, 2001 

7a15 ὃ ante κόσμος om. WV, secl. Wim.” et Ross, del. Us.!? 

7a20 αὖ τὸ Y, prop. Zeller 

703 ἐτησίους V, coni. Us.” 

8a11 Ov pr. Y, corr. O 

8a13 ἢ Y, coni. Us. 

8a22 περιεργία τὸ ζητεῖν Y A, prop. Dirlmeier 

8b20 γένη ... εἴδη WA, corr. A 

8b25 χοινῇ W A, corr. edd. 

9a14 "ta" W, add. Wim. 

9b20 te "τὰς" W, suppl. Gutas 

1084 ἢ μερῶν CL et Spengel, sed corruptelam susp. ego : ἡμερῶν P J, 
ἡμέρων A: (τῶν εἰργημένων Ar. (allati qulna), an etiam W? 

10216 GQ’ WA, corr. O 

10b2 "καὶ dvaywenosıc' W, add. Us. 

10b19 του Y, coni. (75.12 

10b20 ταὐτὰ Y, coni. Brandis 

10b25 δὴ ut vid. VP, corr. Gutas 


6 Burnikel 60 (also 121-122) again praises the editorial acuity and accuracy of the 
manuscript edition of six of Theophrastus’s opuscula copied by Theodore of Gaza in the 
third quarter of the fifteenth century (Ottobonianus gr. 153), *ein Werk, das der Aldina 
ebenbürtig ist;" see above, section 1. 
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10b26 ᾗ VU, coni. Oporinus 
11bi2 2v W A, add. L! 
11b14 τὰς Y, corr. O 


3. Relation of V to J and P 


The relation of J to P has been investigated and established by Burnikel 
and then by Laks & Most, as briefly mentioned above. In addition, 
because J and P are two of the most important manuscripts for a number 
of Aristotelian works and in particular his Metaphysics, their relationship 
has been independently studied and verified, as already mentioned, and 
needs no further discussion.’ The question now is to determine how 
our third independent source for the Greek text of Theophrastus’s Essay, 
manuscript Ψ, is related to the other two, so that it can be placed in 
the stemma accordingly. The agreement of V with either one against the 
other provides the answer. 

W agrees with P against J in the following 23 passages; when the 
agreement is in error, it is marked with an asterisk. The (correct) reading 
adopted in the text is given first, while for later reference the readings 
of the fourth independent source for the Greek text, the exemplar of the 
Latin translation (A), are also given. 


4a16 τῶν φϑαρτῶν PJ" W AS: τῶν ἀφϑάρτων J 

4a23 περιτιθέντων P V A: -τεϑ- J 

4a23 αὑτῶν V A, αυτῶν P : αὐτῶν J 

6a1 δὴ P W A:ógJ 

6a13 ci JU WA, et P HJ 

6a27 ὅσον P Y A: ὅσων J 

6b12 δόξειεν àv P Y : δόξει ἐρᾶν J : Lat. om. in lac. 

7219 tàs Ó P W A: Tûç J 

7b18 λογῶδες P Ψ :λογωιδες]: λογωειδες J! :λογοειδὲς A 
*7b19 καὶ J A: om. P Ar. (an etiam VP?) 

8a16 xav αὐτήν P, Ψ ut vid. : καθ’ αὐτήν J, καθ αὑτήν A 


7 See in particular, Harlfinger 1979 and his stemma codicum on p. 27. 

8 The Latin has corruptibilibus, which prima facie would seem to indicate τοῖς φϑαρ- 
toic, and hence in agreement with neither P nor J, but it appears that Bartholomew used 
the ablative, as with the preceding principiis, because he understood the word φϑαρτῶν 
to be governed by the preposition sub (for ὑπὸ), despite the accusative in ὑπὸ τὰς ἀρχάς. 
Alternatively, Burnikel 129 thinks that the confusion may arise from an incorrect read- 
ing by Bartholomew of an abbreviation for the suffix in φϑαρτ-ῶν. In either case, what 
determines the reading in A and its affiliation with P and W and not with J is that the 
word in Latin reflects φθαρτός and not ἄφϑαρτος, as in J. 
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κατ᾽ αὐτὴν P VU : καθ’ αὐτὴν J [A] 
8b12 ὑποβάλλει P Ψ: ὑπερβάλλει] Λ 
8bis TH PVA: OJ 
8b2id PVA: [آع‎ 
8027 τέλεος © ἡ PW: τέλος 62] A 
967-8 tis ἀρχή P V A: tns αρχηι J 
9b27 κατάλοιπον P W : κατὰλοιπόν J [A]? 
10a1 tà ع‎ P Y : tà òè J A 
10a5 gl PW: JA 
10b16 μέγιστον P Y A : μάλιστα J 
11217 gupvyov P V A: åp- JU 
11b14 μεταβολὰς P V A : -λὴν JE 
11b23-24 πέρι σκεπτέον P V : περισχεπτέον J! A 


For its part, V agrees with J against P in the following 17 passages, 
agreement in error being marked again with an asterisk. The correct 
reading adopted in the text is listed first and the readings of the Latin 
exemplar, A, are also given. 


4a12 δέ πως] VU A: δεπῶς P 

4a21 τοῦ παντὸς J Y, A ut vid. : παντός P 
5a26 ὁμοίως] W A : om. P 

* 5a28 εἰ Ö f PJ": eL 61] J WA 

* 5b17 ἐρύσαιμ᾽ P : ἐρυσαίμ’ J et V ut vid. [A] 
6a11 τοιαῦτ᾽ ἅττα J W A : 0101011: att P 
6b5 δ᾽ ovS J WA: 8 P 

6b14 ἀρχὰς J V : ἀργὰς P : Lat. om. in lac. 
*7b12 tig P : tig] WA 

8a20 el J VA: T] P 

9a4 ταὐτὸ J Ψ Λ:ταυτωι P 

10a3 ϑέσις J Ψ : θέσεις P : Lat. om. in lac. 
* 10a17 und ev P : μηδὲν] WA 

*10a18 οὐδ᾽ ἐν P A : οὐδὲν] W 

1003 πρὸς] V A: πρὸ P 

*11a19 TLP A: te JI Vp 

11b5 SJ" Y A : P om. 


If then V agrees with P against J 23 times and with J against P 17 times, W 
agrees with J one fourth fewer times than it does with P. This 4:3 (23:17) 
ratio is statistically consistent (in a relatively small sample that is the 
short text of Theophrastuss Essay) with an assumption that there is no 
direct stemmatic affiliation of Ψ with either J or P after the translitera- 


? The Latin has hec reliquerunt for τούτοις κατάλοιπον in the Greek, which would 
stand for ταῦτα κατέλιπον, as Kley 26 suggests. However, it appears that Bartholomew 
did not understand the Greek, which may have been corrupted in his exemplar. 
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tion of their respective uncial parents into minuscule. Accordingly, the 
agreement of VU with either one of them carries the correct reading while 
the odd man out represents an individual error by that manuscript or 
its immediate source. This is what happens with great preponderance in 
the two lists of agreements just given. Problems for the accuracy of this 
stemmatic relationship among the manuscripts concerned arise when W 
agrees with either J or P in error, which implies that either an identical 
error or an identical correct conjecture was made by two scribes indepen- 
dently of each other. These problematic passages, marked with an asterisk 
in the two lists, need to be discussed. 

Ihe agreement of WY with P is almost perfect: in 22 of the 23 instances 
of congruence they do indeed carry the correct reading and, correspond- 
ingly, J or its immediate source is in error. Only in one passage (7b19) do 
they agree in error, omitting the conjunction xai. Crubellier (in Laks ὃς 
Most p. LXXVI note 151) makes a good case that we cannot be certain 
that W did not carry καί, for the translator may have seen it in his source 
(W) but decided not to translate it; in which case the omission would 
be unique to P. However, the variant itself (the presence or absence of 
καί) is of such great currency that other alternative explanations may be 
just as valid. To begin with, the original reading in the parent manuscript 
may have been without the conjunction (the passage makes just as good 
sense without it) and its addition would be a deliberate insertion by J or 
its immediate source; or two scribes may have indeed omitted it indepen- 
dently of each other. In short, not much can be made of this particular 
variant. 

The situation with the agreement of W with J is at first sight more prob- 
lematic, insofar as six of the seventeen instances of agreement between 
them are in error (i.e., the cases marked in the list above with an asterisk), 
but upon closer inspection there are only two contestable passages. To 
begin with, 5b17 is a matter of accents and not a common error properly 
speaking, given the practices of scribes, while 5a28, 10a17 and 10218 con- 
cern word breaks which were not at all or not evenly observed in either 
uncial or early minuscule manuscripts. 

This leaves only two problematic passages which present a stemmatic 
incongruity: 7b12 (uc P : týs J Ψ A) and 11219 (tt P A : ve J W). If Y and 
J, and indeed, also A, agree on a reading, then according to the stemma 
(below, section 6) it must be correct; they cannot agree in error unless one 
assumes independently made identical errors or conjectural corrections. 
In the first of these two passages, it is unlikely that all three independent 
sources (J V and A) would have committed the same error (τῆς) for a 
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reading transmitted correctly only by P (τις); the correct reading in P 
has accordingly to be seen as a correction made by P or its immediate 
source of the primitive error in the Neoplatonic archetype (the source 
of all our manuscripts together).'° In the second passage, the correct 
reading is carried by both P and the exemplar of the Latin translation 
(A); the identical erroneous readings in YW and J" can only be seen as 
having occurred independently of each other. 

In short, the agreement of ¥ with J also favors the view of the indepen- 
dence of Ψ from both J and P, suggesting the stemma given below. The 
two passages (7b12 and 11a19) which seem to contradict this view do 
not, in the end, present difficulties substantive enough to counterbalance 
the overwhelming evidence supporting it. 


4. Manuscript A, Exemplar of the 
Latin Translation by Bartholomew of Messina 


The Latin translation by Bartholomew of Messina commands atten- 
tion by its very date: it was commissioned by King Manfred of Sicily 
(reigned 1258-1266). It survives in a unique manuscript in Padua, Anto- 
niana XVII 370 (ff. 62'-64"), dating from the early 14th century." An 
annotated transcription of the text, without editorial intrusions (a diplo- 
matic edition), was prepared by Kley 1936, which was reviewed exten- 
sively by Dirlmeier 1938 and briefly by A. Mansion 1938 and Ross 1938. 
The accuracy of the transcription was further confirmed by Most 1988c, 
who also added a few corrections (p. 170n6). 

Bartholomew based his translation on a lost Greek manuscript to 
which I give the siglum A. Most 1988c argued at length that A is, in 
fact, the manuscript of the Viennese Aristotle, J, or a manuscript directly 
deriving from it. Accordingly, the edition of Laks & Most disregarded 
Bartholomew's Latin translation as evidence for the Greek text. Most 
based his argument both on a comparison between the readings in A and 
the Greek manuscripts, and on external circumstances. In the latter case, 
William of Moerbeke, who himself used J for his translation of Aristotle’s 
Metaphysics, took the manuscript with him from Constantinople to Italy 
between 1260 and 1267. Since this is precisely the period during which 


10 According to Hecquet-Devienne' analyses (2000; 2004, 172) of the copying of P, 
this would be due to corrections made to P in the process of its constitution. 
!! See the detailed description by Franceschini 1935. 
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Bartholomew prepared the translation of Theophrastus' Essay, it is not 
unlikely, Most 1988c, 181, argued, that Bartholomew had access to J or to 
a copy deriving from it. This circumstantial evidence, however, cannot be 
decisive, as Vuillemin-Diem 1995, 311, remarked, for it cannot be proven 
that Bartholomew and William actually met. More importantly, the evi- 
dence from the comparative readings in A and the Greek manuscripts 
that Most collects fails to establish a close connection between the Latin 
translation and J (or the identity of A and J). Of the four passages listed 
by Most to this end," only one is a unique error in J which is repeated in 
the Latin translation, an omission of καί; but this is hardly decisive, for as 
Most himself notes (180), the Latin text in the Padua manuscript “else- 
where occasionally omits xal” The other three readings occur in other 
Greek manuscripts as well and thus cannot show a unique relationship 
between J and the Latin translation. Furthermore, and more significantly, 
the Latin translation has the correct reading when J is in error in twenty- 
five (25) places, as listed by Most 1988c, 181-183. This lack of agreement 
in error is fatal to Most’s argument, even though Most explains it away by 
claiming (183) that none of the correct readings in the Latin translation 
“was beyond the capacity of the divinatio of Bartholomaeus? But, first, 
Bartholomew was not the kind of translator who would correct his exem- 
plar in the course of his work; his extant translation of two Hippocratic 
treatises from a Greek manuscript which we actually possess, Vaticanus 
gr. 276, shows that he was a literal and slavish translator, reproducing all 
the unique readings and errors of his exemplar. And second, twenty-five 
is too large a number of correct readings in such a short text to qualify 
as divinatio by such a translator, especially when they are attested in the 
other manuscripts of the tradition. Besides, if Bartholomew was inge- 
nious and sophisticated enough to correct all those errors in J, the ques- 
tion remains why he failed to correct some others that were more obvi- 
ous, like, e.g., ἢ at 8a6 (correct: ᾖ), or τῆς at 7b12 (correct: τις). It appears 
certain that neither J nor a copy of it were the source of Bartholomew's 
Latin translation. 


12 Most 1988c, 179; the fifth passage, 11a4, occurs in the last section of J, JI, which was 
copied after Bartholomew’s translation, and thus we do not know what J originally had. 
13 Vuillemin-Diem 1995, 311, makes all these points convincingly. In note 121 on 
p. LXIV in Laks & Most, Most claims that Vuillemin-Diem reported to him privately 
that the possibility could not be excluded that the Latin translation was based not on 
J but on a closely related ("trés proche") manuscript. In her 1995 book on the Latin 
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Already in 1974, Burnikel, who made a complete collation of the 
Latin translation with the Greek, found that it is not possible to asso- 
ciate its Greek exemplar, A, with a specific family of Greek manuscripts 
because the errors that A has in common with them are distributed fairly 
evenly among them (“ziemlich gleichmässig,’ p. 128). This indicated to 
Burnikel (129-130) that A was a representative of a separate family in 
the manuscript transmission, and Vuillemin-Diem 1995, 311, fully con- 
curred. 

If this is so, the question then is from which point in the transmission 
of the text A and its source branch off. A first test would be to examine 
whether it shares the primitive errors found in the Greek manuscripts 
PJ and in W in order to establish whether or not it descends from the 
same archetype. From the table of these primitive errors given in section 
5 below, it becomes clear that A shared them with the rest of the extant 
witnesses for the text and thus it does not derive from an archetype 
different from that represented by the Greek manuscripts and WU. 

Next, A shares the key common mistake with all the main Greek 
manuscripts (PJ CL A = a) against Ἡ at 


8a11 pr. v Y : να A (unum). 


This indicates that A derives from the same transliteration from uncials 
as the extant Greek manuscripts but not from that of the source of W. If 
then A is related to the two families of the Greek manuscripts (the one 
represented by P and the other by the two sub-families JCL and 2), but 
it does not belong to either one of them but has its own family, as stated 
above, it must be placed in the stemma close to but separate from the 
common ancestor of the two families, i.e., from the “Constantinopolitan 
recension;' as identified by Burnikel (127). 

These stemmatic relations, as indicated by the researches of Burnikel 
and Vuillemin-Diem on the basis of common errors in manuscripts, 
are further corroborated by an analysis of the correct readings which A 
shares with W and the two Greek families of manuscripts. In the first 
place, A shares some correct readings with W against the Constantinop- 
olitan recension (P and J CL A = o), something that would have been 
impossible had it been dependent on the latter. Of the correct readings 


Metaphysics (p. 310n67), she wrote that note 121 in Laks & Most appears to be based 
on a misunderstanding ("der Anmerkung n. 121 scheint allerdings ein Missverstándnis 
zugrunde zu liegen"). 
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that are particular to W and absent from all extant Greek manuscripts 
that were listed above in section 2, the following are also found in A:'* 


4a23 αὐτῶν WA (se ipsa) : αυτῶν P, αὐτῶν JCL A 

607 πως W AP : πῶς PJ 

8a22 περιεργία τὸ ζητεῖν WA (otiositas inquirere) : περιεργίαν τοῦ 
ζητεῖν a 

8b20 γένη ... εἴδη WA (genera ... species) A! : γένει... εἴδει P J CL! 

8025 κοινῇ W A (comuni) : κοινὴ P J 

10a16 do’ W A (utrum) Οὗ: dQ’ P, ἄρ᾽ JCL A! 

11b12 ἐν WA (in): om. a 


To these may be added two further correct readings which are unique 
to A: 


4a6 ταὐτά A (eadem) : tavta P, ταῦτα J: Ar. om. in lac. 
1148 αὐτὸ A (hoc) : αὐτὰ J! CL [V] : avtog B, αὕτως A 


Second, in the preceding section (3), the agreement in readings among 
P, J, V, and A were listed in two lists, one of the agreement of V with 
P against J, and the other the agreement of Y with J against P. Of the 
forty variants that were discussed in the two lists combined, the reading 
in A agreed 20 times with J against P and 15 times with P against J; 
in the remaining five instances either the Latin text was missing or its 
evidence was inconclusive.’ This almost equal distribution of agreement 
of A with P and J in correct readings also shows the independence of 
A from either one of them. Furthermore, in these forty instances, A 
never agrees in error with P, though it agrees with J in error in ten of 
them. However, the nature of the errors in these instances is such that 
it is stemmatically inconsequential. One of them (7b12) is a primitive 


14 Some of these were first pointed out as uniquely correct readings in A by Dirlmeier 
1938, 136, and Ross 1938, neither of whom, however, knew of the Arabic translation. 
Thus although not all of their suggestions in this regard can be accepted on the basis 
of our knowledge now of W (see the commentary for a discussion of the passages in 
question), they deserve credit for taking the text represented by the Latin translation 
seriously, Dirlmeier more so than Ross. 

15 The Latin has omnimode for ἅπαντά πως, which Bartholomew took as a single 
semantic unit (whether it was written as one word or two), similar to ἁπανταχοῦ or 
πανταχῶς. Ἅπαντά πως is clearly the reading in A and not, as Kley 21 suggests, a 
different wording such as πάντως, etc. 

16 The correct reading in A is conjectural. 

17 The correct reading in manuscript 0 is a conjecture by the redoubtable Theodore 
of Gaza. 

15 Cf. Kley 26 and Ross 1938, 16. 

19 These uncertain passages are, 5b17, 6b12, 6b14, 9b27, and 1023. 
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error of the Neoplatonic archetype (see the next section) that is carried by 
all witnesses except P, which indicates that the correction is due to the edi- 
tors of P (see above, section 1). Three others are erroneous word divisions 
(5a28, 10a17, 11b24), one is the result of an étacism (10a5), another is a 
matter of spelling (7b18), and yet another a matter of breathings, with the 
rough breathing occasioning a scribal correction of κατ’ to xa" (8a16). 
The wrong variant (8b12) ὑπερβάλλει may have been an original error 
during the transcription from uncials (possibly occasioned by the pre- 
ceding ὑπερβατός at 8b9), and thus carried by both A and J but corrected 
by the editors of P, while the correct ὑποβάλλει in W would be the origi- 
nal reading from the archetype; and similar would appear to be the cases 
with the two remaining common errors at 8b27 and 10a1. None of these 
errors is such as to point incontrovertibly to a stemmatic dependence of 
A from the source of J; to the contrary, as already mentioned at the begin- 
ning of this section, twenty-five errors in J are not reproduced in A. 
Genetically, therefore, A represents a witness to the Greek text that is 
indepedent of the Constantinopolitan recension, or the extant two fam- 
ilies of Greek manuscripts. The independent derivation of A is also evi- 
dent in, and supported by, two other peculiarities: the environment in 
which it is transmitted, and the title it gives to the Essay. The Padua 
manuscript of Bartholomew's Latin translation of the Essay includes 
the following treatises: Problemata, De principiis (i.e., Theophrastuss 
present Essay), Mirabilium auscultationes, De eupragia, Physiognomica, 
De signis, De inundatione Nili, De mundo, De animalibus, De differen- 
tia spiritu et animae, De motu animalium. These are all mostly pseudo- 
Aristotelian treatises. Since as a rule it is the availability of source texts 
that determines what texts are to be translated, it is reasonable to assume 
that the Greek exemplar (A) from which Barholomew worked also con- 
tained some or most of these treatises." Hence Theophrastus’s Essay was 
transmitted in this manuscript together with other pseudo-Aristotelian 
works, not the canonical corpus, as is the case with the oldest extant 
Greek manuscripts, J and P (see above, Chapter 1.2). This would in- 
dicate that the Theophrastean Essay, after its transliteration from uncials, 
was transmitted initially in its traditional environment—the mature Aris- 
totelian treatises and especially the Metaphysics—as represented by 


20 See the contents of the manuscript given by Franceschini 1935. 

?! See Harlfinger 1971a, 62-63, about the transmission of these pseudo-Aristotelian 
works: “Die Entscheidung dariiber, was tibersetzt wird, ist also offensichtlich eng mit der 
Frage des Zugangs zu bestimmten Texten verbunden” 
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the manuscripts P and the sub-family JCL. After a while, however, it 
was detached from this environment and on the one hand was joined 
to the other extant opuscula in the ancestor of manuscript A of the X 
sub-family, and on the other was associated with several Aristotelian 
pseudepigrapha in the tradition from which derives the recension of the 
ancestor of manuscript A. 

Secondly, the title of the Essay is given in Bartholomew's Latin as 
Liber Aristotelis De principiis, or, in Greek, Αριστοτέλους Περὶ ἀρχῶν. 
Valentin Rose 183-185, who first looked into these matters in some 
detail, took this evidence seriously and concluded that this is the orig- 
inal and ancient title of Theophrastuss Essay. Usener almost completely 
disregarded the issue, while subsequent scholars paid litle attention or 
importance to the evidence of the Latin translation and Roses sugges- 
tion. The demonstrable independent derivation of A, however, as just 
indicated, requires that the question be revisited (see Chapter 1.2). These 
peculiarities of A indicate that although it is derived from the same tran- 
scription from uncials as both families ofthe Greek manuscripts, it repre- 
sents a separate recension, one possibly prepared for or in Messina, which 
accordingly was named "recensio Messanensis" by Burnikel 127. There 
is a good analogue to this situation in the two recensions, Constantinop- 
olitan and Messinan, of the Eudemian Ethics, as discussed by Harlfin- 
ger 1971b, 6-9. The Messinan recension of Theophrastuss Essay, and the 
ultimate parent for A, branch off from the transcription into minuscule 
before the formation of the Constantinopolitan recension.? 

The readings of A, as they can be reconstructed from Bartholomew's 
Latin translation, are accordingly consulted and recorded. The value of A 
as a fourth independent witness to the text, in addition to preserving the 
original title of Theophrastuss Essay and the two unique correct read- 
ings listed above, also lies in corroborating the state of the text as trans- 
mitted, after one transliteration into minuscule, in the two oldest repre- 
sentatives of the two families of Greek manuscripts, J and P, and, after 
another transliteration, in the Arabic translation reflecting manuscript 
W (whence its agreement with W against P and J in the seven passages 
listed above). The value ofthis attestation provided by A lies in the greater 
confidence that it imparts in the transmitted readings (unless they man- 
ifestly belong to the primitive errors of the Neoplatonic archetype, for 
which see the next section). For this reason the readings of the paradosis 


22 Burnikel 130: “B ist also ... Zeuge eines Zustandes vor der byzantinischen Edition” 
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deserve careful scrutiny before they are emended. It has been possible 
in this edition to rehabilitate and preserve the largest possible number 
of the transmitted readings, eliminating some of the hasty conjectures of 
earlier editors. 

On the other hand, it is also clear from the state of the Latin trans- 
lation that it contains numerous unique errors due to the transmis- 
sion both within Greek between the transliteration and manuscript A, 
Bartholomew’s exemplar, and within Latin after the translation by Bar- 
tholomew.? The evidence from either of these stages of corruption is of 
no interest for the establishment of the Greek text and accordingly it is 
not registered in the apparatus. 


5. The Neoplatonic Archetype of the Extant Manuscript Tradition 


The two uncial manuscripts, from which derive the minuscule translit- 
erations that were the sources of W on the one hand and PJ and A on 
the other, go back to a common ancestor, for there are certain errors 
in the text—I call them primitive errors—that are common to the rep- 
resentatives of all families of manuscripts: the exemplar of the Arabic 
translation, W; the exemplar of the Latin translation, A, representing the 
Messinan recension, and the two independent Greek manuscripts, J and 
P, representing the Constantinopolitan recension. These primitive errors 
indicate the most ancient stage of corruption from which all our extant 
manuscripts and translations derive. 

In the following list of these primitive errors, the first variant in each 
entry is that of the erroneous reading as contained in all four independent 
sources for the text—the Greek manuscripts PJ and the exemplars of the 
Arabic and Latin translations, W and A respectively—followed after the 
colon by the emendation and its first author. In the case of manuscript 
sigla, the reference is to the manuscript whose scribe or source made the 
emendation. The details about the readings in each case can be found in 
the corresponding entries in the apparatus criticus. This list of the errors 
of the archetype revises the one first given by Fobes, pp. xxvii-xxviii. 
Some of the errors on that list have been shown not to have been those 
of the archetype, insofar as W, which was not known to Fobes, had the 
correct reading, and some others turned out not to have been errors at 
all. The readings in each case are discussed in detail in the commentary. 


33 Many of these errors are discussed by Kley in his notes. 
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5b2 διαφορὰν: μεταφορὰν J! 

6b19 ἐχείνοις: ἐκείναις Camotius?* 

708 εἰ: HJ" 

7012 τῆς : τις P 

7013 τι μεταλλακτέον : ἀντιμεταλλακτέον D 
7b15 ἐν: secl. Us? 

7b16 χινοῦν: κινούμενον Ross 

7b20 δεῖ: δεῖν Laks & Most 

8a2 εἰ: τί Us. 

8a2 οὖσιν ἀχολουϑεῖ: οὐ συνακολουϑεῖ Ross 
8a6 ù vel ἢ: ἢ Us. 

8b27-9a1 ἔστιν δ᾽ ἔνια τῶν μὲν : εἰσὶ δ᾽ ἔνιαι μὲν ὧν Gutas 
9b24 πέφυκεν (* * *) ὅσοι: lac. ind. Us. 

1024 ἡμερῶν vel ἢ μερῶν corruptelam susp. Gutas 
10a11 καὶ f] : καὶ (ei) ἢ Gutas (εἰ, ἢ Wimmer) 
10412 κινῆται: κινεῖται CL B 

10417 te : ye Sylburg 

10a23 Û” add. Us. 

10b4 ἢ : ᾗ Bignone 

10b20 δ᾽ ἐν: δ᾽ (at) ἐν Gutas 

11418 καὶ: κἂν homo italicus quidam 

11419 πλῆθος: πλήϑει Laks & Most 

11420 Τοῦκ eit locus corruptus necdum sanatus 
11a22 tet locus corruptus necdum sanatus 

11bi y : T Gutas, δ᾽ Ross 

11b18 te: ye Ross 


We have no direct evidence for the identity and provenance of the manu- 
script that contained these errors and ultimately became the archetype 
from which all our knowledge of the text of the Essay derives. But we 
know that it contained the Scholium at the end of the Essay and that 
this Scholium, as I hope to have demonstrated (above, Chapter 1.2), 
derives from the Neoplatonic school in late antiquity. We also know 
that some of the other scholia in manuscript P on the Metaphysics, 
scholia which necessarily derive from this archetype, are by Asclepius, 
the Neoplatonic philosopher. Both these indications clearly point to 
the sixth Christian century as the terminus a quo for the archetype, 
assuming that the scribes and editors of P took both their text of the 
Metaphysics with Theophrastus’s Essay and the accompanying scholia 
from the same archetype and not from two different manuscripts. Since 


24 Tt is not clear that this is a primitive error in the uncial Neoplatonic archetype; it 
could also have arisen in the transmission in minuscule, as represented in all the extant 
Greek manuscripts. See the commentary. 
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the latter alternative seems rather unlikely, it appears relatively certain 
that the archetype dates from the sixth century. 

With the identification and correction of the primitive errors in this 
archetype listed above, our reconstruction of the text can aspire to go 
beyond the sixth century. The hope is that the text as established in the 
present edition might represent its state in the Roman edition of the first 
century BC, or even earlier; but we have no way of knowing. 


6. Stemma Codicum 


(Dates in parentheses are conjectural and are intended merely as sugges- 
tions to provide some plausible time frame.) 


(-L) Roman edition of Aristotle 

(VI) Ninh archetype 
(VI-IX) 0 0 

(IX.1/4) transliteration transliteration 








(IX. 1/2) y Constantinopolitan 
recension 
Se 5 c" 
Lo μή | 
IX.3/4 Arabic “Edition of P J~4 
translation fo 
A. 1/2 
P “Edition’ of 
XLıla T Σ sub-family 
X-XIII Messinan recension 
| 
XIII. 1/2 ^ 
XII. 3/4 ή Latin transl. 
XIV.1/4 \ CA 
0 \ | 
\ 
XV.1/2 L rest of = sub-family 
(Burnikel 90; Laks & 





1630 B Most, p. LXXIX) 
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7. Sources and Principles of the Greek Edition 


a. Sources of the text 


As discussed in the preceding analysis, represented in the stemma cod- 
icum, there are four independent witnesses for the text of Περὶ ἀρχῶν 
by Theophrastus: the Greek manuscripts J and P, the Arabic translation 
by Ishaq ibn-Hunayn based on the lost Greek manuscript W, and the 
Latin translation by Bartholomew of Messina based on the lost Greek 
manuscript A. In preparation for the edition, I accordingly (1) collated 
anew manuscripts J and P from high quality photographs, (2) prepared a 
critical edition of the Arabic translation (below, Part II,2) in order to elicit 
with accuracy the readings of V, and (3) examined in detail, for the same 
purpose, the Latin translation in the diplomatic edition by Kley (pre- 
sented below, Part IL3). The edition is based on these primary sources 
and on the corrections of their primitive errors (above, section 5) that 
have been offered over the centuries by scribes and scholars. 

According to the analysis in section 1 above, manuscripts CL of the 
sub-family JCL, and manuscript A of the sub-family X do not contribute 
any independent and correct readings, apart from four conjectural emen- 
dations by scribes, and in addition have many mistakes of their own. In 
particular L and A are error ridden. Accordingly I did not examine any 
manuscripts in sub-family X and manuscripts CL in sub-family JCL but 
reproduced instead the evidence as presented in the apparatus of the edi- 
tion by Laks & Most. Insofar as whatever acceptable readings they have 
are the result of scribal emendations, their readings can be treated like 
the emendations of modern scholars and have been reported in the main 
apparatus sporadically, with their sigla listed under the rubric "raro citan- 


» 


tur. 


b. The apparatus criticus: main and supplementary 


The main apparatus includes all the readings of P and J, the relevant 
readings of W and A as they are reconstructed on the basis of the 
Arabic and Latin translations respectively, and the appropriate scribal 
and scholarly emendations. In particular, the main apparatus contains 
the following information: 


(1) All the variant readings of P and J, except for those of a merely 
orthographic nature (such as movable final v) and those which show 
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differences of breathing and accents, when in both cases they do not 
represent real alternatives. Variants which are due to the slip of the pen 
and produce nonsense (what we would call today “typos”, as, e.g., τινσος 
in P at 6b10 for τινός, and ὀεγεσϑαι in J at 6a10 for ὀρέγεσθαι) have 
been recorded in the supplementary apparatus. 


(2) All the relevant variant readings of W as they are reconstructed 
from the Arabic translation, according to the rules established in the 
Excursus following Part I below. By “relevant” is meant those readings 
that bear upon the establishment of the Greek text. In essence, what is 
recorded is all instances of departure by the Arabic translation from the 
transmitted Greek text which are not clearly due to corruption strictly 
within the Arabic tradition—i.e., corruption of a text which, though 
correctly translated and reflecting the Greek text we have, was manifestly 
due to the vicissitudes of transmission from one Arabic manuscript to the 
other; such variants which are of no relevance to the establishment of the 
Greek text are listed in the apparatus criticus of the edition of the Arabic 
translation (Part Π,2). The decision to include in the apparatus, irrelevant 
mistakes apart, all the evidence provided by the Arabic translation is 
justified by an analysis of the possible ways of corruption of the Arabic 
text, as discussed in the Excursus. In more general terms, it is justified 
by the fact that the Arabic translator, Ishaq ibn-Hunayn, is the very 
first commentator on our text, and much closer than we are to both 
the ancient Greek manuscipt tradition and the tradition of Aristotelian 
scholarship and understanding of late antiquity. In this regard his opinion 
about and understanding of Theophrastuss text is to be respected and 
documented—in any case, it certainly is not any less respectable than 
those of the Renaissance humanists and modern scholars; the fact is, 
the Graeco-Arabic translators of the early ‘Abbasid era are our first 
humanist scholars after continuous Greek scholarship came to an end 
in late antiquity, and for the reasons just listed their opinions ought to be 
recorded. 

Readings in W are not recorded when it is impossible to tell from the 
Arabic what the Greek had, either because in general terms the syntax 
and word order of the Arabic do not reveal the details of the Greek or 
because, more particularly, certain characteristics of Greek, like most 
particles and variations of accents that do not affect the meaning of the 
word, cannot be adequately represented in Arabic. In all such cases where 
the Arabic translation does not yield the reading in W, this is indicated in 
the apparatus entry with square brackets placed around the siglum, [WV]. 
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The Arabic evidence which explains and justifies my derivation of 
the readings of V, as recorded in the apparatus, is discussed in every 
instance in the notes to the translation of the Arabic text, except when 
such explanation or justification becomes obvious from my translation. I 
have added in the apparatus the Arabic word(s) behind the reconstructed 
Greek, in transliteration, only when the reconstructed reading does not 
agree with an extant Greek reading; that is, in cases where the Arabic fills 
a lacuna, corroborates an emendation, or presents an alternative reading. 
In such cases I did not translate the Arabic into Latin, as Irigoin 25 
recommends, for I considered it superfluous: readers who do not read 
Arabic will understand what it says from the conjectural Greek reading 
included in the apparatus. 


(3) All the variant readings of A, as they are reconstructed from the Latin 
translation, that bear upon the establishment of the Greek text. The Latin 
translation, as opposed to the Arabic, is painfully literal and follows the 
Greek word order, conspicuously reflecting the underlying Greek text. 
Accordingly, variants that are due to unique errors in the Greek forebears 
of A and in the subsequent Latin tradition, and are of no relevance to the 
establishment of the Greek text, are not recorded at all. 


(4) Selected readings from later manuscripts (recentiores) when they 
contain scribal emendations that are adopted in the text, or are useful 
in providing full documentation for the readings adopted or rejected. 


(5) Selected emendations by modern scholars. As already mentioned, 
this Essay by Theophrastus has enjoyed inordinate attention from schol- 
ars, and indeed from among the most competent and influential in both 
classical scholarship and ancient philosophy. This has proven overall 
extremely beneficial, for many primitive errors in the common Neo- 
platonic archetype of all our main manuscripts have been restored to 
reasonable soundness (see the list of primitive errors above, section 5). 
However, each age has its own approach to scholarship, and the alacrity 
with which classical philologists in the nineteenth and the first half of the 
twentieth centuries fell to “correcting” any Greek text they encountered 
resulted in numerous unnecessary emendations.” Our age tends to be 


25 This is not intended to cast doubts on the practice of offering emendations, or deny 
some of our great predecessors their insight—and the credit due to them—when their 
emendations are corroborated by the Arabic translation or other evidence. 
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more conservative in this regard (I consider myself a staunch supporter 
of this attitude); already the most recent edition by Laks & Most restored 
many of the readings of the manuscripts. The apparatus, however, should 
not continue to be burdened with some of the less felicitous suggestions 
of our great forebears, so that some weeding is necessary.” Accordingly, 
the main apparatus contains selected conjectures by previous scholars 
only when they have been confirmed by (in order to acknowledge their 
merit) and when they suggest a fruitful line of approach to the passage. 
These conjectures or corrections are registered only in the name of the 
scholar who first made them, not those of subsequent editors who also 
adopted them. 

However, the information that has been withheld from the main appa- 
ratus for the reasons just given is not completely superfluous. An appara- 
tus containing it may be consulted for fuller documentation of the read- 
ings in the manuscript tradition, the character of individual manuscripts 
and their scribes, and the fruits of all past scholarship on the text. To 
this end I have included a supplementary critical apparatus in Part II at 
the end of the Greek text and the facing English translation.” It contains 
all the readings of manuscripts CL and those in sub-family = (that are 
not included in my main apparatus) as recorded by Laks & Most, other 
incidental or mistaken readings of the main manuscripts, as well as the 
suggestions for emendations and comments offered by modern scholars. 
In the latter case I collated anew all the editions beginning with that by 
Brandis (1823); for the earlier editions, including the Aldine (for refer- 
ences to which see Ross and Laks & Most), I presented their readings 
again as recorded by Laks & Most. 

The apparatus is essentially mixed, positive when the variants pre- 
sented are real alternatives, negative when they are aberrations. In the 
presentation of the material in the apparatus, I bunch together the read- 
ings that represent one alternative, separated by commas, and I use the 
colon, more than once if necessary, to separate alternative readings. 
Thus shortened and sharpened, the apparatus will be more accesible, I 


26 | consider Irigoin's well-phrased statement of the purpose of the apparatus sufficient 
justification for this weeding (p. 23): “Lapparat critique a pour but de fournir au lecteur 
non pas toute l'histoire de la tradition ni celle des éditions imprimées? 

27 A practice actually recommended by West 86n12. 

28 I have found helpful the guidelines offered by West, especially pp. 86 ff. In general 
I have found them more flexible and more expressive than those suggested for the Budé 
series by Irigoin. 
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hope, to readers, more responsive to the needs of researchers, and more 
conducive to a better understanding of this fascinating text and its trans- 
mission. 


c. The apparatus of parallel passages (Loci Paralleli) 


Given the highly referential character of the Essay, I have thought it useful 
to add to the text an upper apparatus of parallel passages as a study aid. 
Two things need to be emphasized about it. First, it is an apparatus of 
loci paralleli and not an apparatus fontium. Its aim is to cite not only 
passages in the works of other philosophers to which Theophrastus was 
responding or referring, but also those passages in Aristotle, mainly, to 
which Theophrastuss aporiae may have given rise; also passages which 
reflect the oral discussions between Aristotle and Theophrastus, which 
may have found their way formulated in one of Aristotle's subsequent 
treatises. Second, it is selective; its aim is to include the passages that 
earlier scholars and I have found to be most immediately relevant to the 
subjects discussed by Theophrastus, but both the extent and immediacy 
of the choice can claim neither comprehensiveness nor infallibility. 


d. Punctuation 


I have revised throughout the punctuation of the Greek text to accord 
with the flow of the argument as indicated by the syntax and choice of 
particles, and restore the cohesion and sequence of meanings intended 
by Theophrastus. In a number of instances in previous editions not only a 
period but even a paragraph and chapter break were placed between two 
parts of the same sentence, as, e.g., at 7b5-11 and 8b8- 12, both cases of 
clear μέν... δέ sentences. Such practices, usually established by an earlier 
and respected editor and followed dutifully by subsequent ones, hinder 
the understanding of the internal cohesion of the work and on occasion 
lead to unusual interpretations. 

Traditional punctuation of classical Greek texts tends to use the Greek 
colon (a point above the line) to excess; none of the several languages 
I know uses naturally so many major breaks within the same sentence, 
and certainly not classical Greek. To a certain extent, this may reflect 
manuscript usage, but this is the convention of writing Greek from the 
ninth to the fifteenth centuries, not that of the time of Theophrastus, and 
in any case we do not write in perfect imitation ofthe Greek manuscripts. 
I see no reason to follow these conventions rather than one that is closer 
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to our custom of reading texts. I have thus introduced (like others before 
me) two additional punctuation marks to the traditional Greek four. I 
have employed the dash rather more frequently than has been customary 
(though H.H. Joachims edition of Aristotle's De generatione et corrup- 
tione uses it to great benefit, as does Ross' edition of the Metaphysics), 
and I have also used, though sparingly, the English colon (:) according to 
our usage, for in some instances it is clearly preferable to the Greek colon 
or comma (e.g. at 5b13). 


e. Layout of the editions 


Hermann Useners critical edition of 1890, like that of Bekker for Aristo- 
tle, has set the standard form of reference to this work by Theophrastus. 
It covers pages 4 to 12 in his edition, in two columns, which are accord- 
ingly referred to as a and b, exactly as in the case of Bekker’s Aristotle. 
Usener had a different conception of the structure of the Essay, judged by 
almost all subsequent students of it as inappropriate, and thus his division 
into sections and chapters cannot be easily adhered to. However, because 
of the established convention—now a hundred and twenty years old— 
of referring in secondary literature to the text by his page, column, and 
line numbers, these must necessarily be followed to the extent feasible. 
For this edition, I have followed the paragraph breaks indicated by the 
series of aporiae discussed by Theophrastus (see above, Chapter 1.4) and 
thus have introduced many more paragraph breaks than those used by 
Usener. This has necessitated a variation in the contents of some lines, 
but to the extent possible I have kept precisely to the line lengths and 
numbers in Usener' original edition.” I have, however, added into the 
text new paragraph numbers, in bold, to correspond to the number of 
aporiae discussed, but also printed in the right margin Usener's "chapter" 
numbers in Roman numerals and section numbers in Arabic numerals 
in brackets. Words divided between two lines are always referred to, in 
the commentary, the glossaries, and elsewhere, by the line in which they 
begin (e.g., the word πολυ-χουστέρα would be referred to as occurring 
at 4a3, not 4a3-4). 


? Aninevitable shift in this regard has also occurred in the editions of Ross and Laks 
& Most. In this edition, the only lines that do not match Usener's exactly are the following: 
5a13-22, 8b9-14, and 11b23-12a1. 
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The line numbers being the one invariable standard, I have also added 
them in raised numerals into the Arabic and Latin translations. This only 
minimally disturbs the reading of the text but it facilitates and simplifies 
reference and obviates the need to introduce yet another set of numbers 
for references to the translations. In their case, Greek words divided 
between two lines are also counted as belonging to the line in which they 
begin, and thus the translation of the Greek word that follows the divided 
word is counted as starting the next line. For the layout of the Arabic text 
in particular see also below, Chapter 3.5. 


f. The translation and annotation of the Greek text 


Given the aporetic nature of Theophrastuss Essay and the context of live 
discussion which it betrays and to which it aims to contribute, his style 
of writing is challenging to the translator. He is brief, elliptic, referen- 
tial, allusive; and if at times he seems ambiguous, the ambiguity is rather 
to be imputed to our ignorance of the full context and the references 
and allusions, than to his style; for he is also grammatical and intelli- 
gible. “Fidelity is the only virtue which a translator need cultivate,” avers 
Jonathan Barnes (1994, xxiii), further specifying, “fidelity in the matter 
of sense.” Yes, but the question is, which sense? or, whose understanding 
of the sense? Even if the answer to the first be, “the sense intended by the 
philosopher,” in reality it is reducible to the answer to the second, “the 
translator's" —the translators understanding of the sense or the transla- 
tors understanding of the sense intended by the philosopher. Fidelity 
therefore in this context requires that the translator inform the reader 
where the author's sense ends and the translators understanding of it 
begins. I have done so by adding in square brackets those words and 
phrases which are not in the Greek but are required either by English 
syntax or the Greek sense, as I understood it; the only exception is that I 
have not bracketed the unexpressed verb εἰμί (to be) when used as cop- 
ula. In cases where an adequate English version could present the same 
ambiguity as that perceived by me in the Greek, I explained the situation 
in a footnote. I have also used the footnotes to present problems relating 
to key terminology as well as to identification of personalities mentioned 
and subjects discussed. 

In my understanding of the sense and sweep of each argument in the 
Essay I found it useful to pay special attention to the particles. This is 
hardly a novel observation but I believe in this instance it bears repeating 
in order to explain my vigorous translation of them, using whatever 
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phrases in idiomatic (but not slangy) English are commonly added to our 
language to indicate emphasis, tone, and color to what we say. Written 
English does not use these particles as freely, but the style and meaning 
of Theophrastus are enhanced by their use so that an English translation 
that highlights them benefits the rendering of the corresponding sense. 
In this effort van Raalte’s commentary has proven invaluable, and if I 
sometimes disagree with her it is only because she has quickened our 
attention to the particles. In the commentary I discuss as a rule the 
particles and my choice of translation. 

My translation tries to steer a middle course between an interpretive 
version and a slavishly literal one that offends English usage by means of 
the compromise of discriminating, through the use of bracketed words 
and phrases, between what the Greek definitely says and what (I argue) it 
implies, and of explaining the latter in the notes and commentary.?? This 
may rob it of some elegance but makes it more objective and a better 
tool for study, which is the aim of this publication. My task was lightened 
considerably by the existing fine translations of my predecessors: when- 
ever I agreed with their interpretations of the Greek and the style of their 
translated sentences or phrases, I did not hesitate to borrow freely the 
wording of the English versions of Ross and van Raalte, or, in Anglicized 
form, the versions in languages other than English. It is my pleasure to 
acknowledge my debt and gratitude to these scholars as I restate my belief 
in the principle that there is no point in reinventing the wheel just to be 
“different” or “original. 


g. The commentary 


Ihe transmission of the text of the Essay is complicated, as described. 
The choice of variants in each case needs to be explained and justified, 
especially when the evidence is in Arabic or Latin. The commentary 
accordingly discusses all such cases of editorial decisions, as well as of 
choices in the translation, with the aim to help the reader understand 
the philosophy of the Essay by establishing a text that is as sound as 


3° There are numerous disquisitions on the appropriate method of translating Greek 
philosophical texts into modern languages, the most useful of which I have found to be 
those by Jonathan Barnes in the first and second edition of his translation of Aristotle’s 
Posterior Analytics as well as his comments in the CWA, p. xi, and by Henrich, in a more 
theoretical vein, in his introduction. But being aware of the difficulties and challenges 
presented by the enterprise and consciously trying to solve them while translating are 
more important than talking about them. 
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philologically possible. Given the aporetic nature of the work, also as 
described, the meaning and purpose of Theophrastus in the Essay will 
continue to be debated for a long time; but it should be possible to 
agree for the time being on those aspects of it which can be settled 
philologically.?! 

Thus conceived primarily as a study aid, the commentary is divided 
into the aporiae which constitute the building blocks of the work, and 
it opens with a paraphrase, in italics, of the argument of Theophrastus, 
together with whatever discussion is necessary to give a basic under- 
standing of it. As a rule, I have engaged in a discussion of the philosoph- 
ical content of the aporiae only to the extent necessary to establish the 
text; for strictly philosophical analyses, the reader is referred to the com- 
mentaries of Ross, Laks & Most, van Raalte, and especially Henrich, and 
to the many publications in the secondary literature cited. 


31 To borrow the elegant phrasing of F.M. Cornford 19371, p. v, the Essay by Theophras- 
tus On First Principles, “is a subject on which agreement may never be reached; but there 
is some hope of persuading scholars that a Greek sentence means one thing rather than 
another. 


CHAPTER THREE 


THE ARABIC TEXT: 
MANUSCRIPTS, TRANSMISSION, 
EDITIONS 


1. The Arabic Manuscripts 


The Arabic translation of the Essay by Theophrastus On First Principles 
survives in two known manuscripts, one in the Malik library in Tehran 
and the other in the Bodleian at Oxford. The first, 


Tehran Malik 5925, pp. 2-28, according to the numbering of the pages 
by Crubellier 20n3, is written in an airy and slightly angular scholar’s 
nash, almost completely devoid of diacritical points. The title page and 
the first page are missing; the text of the Essay thus begins at 4a12 (see 
the apparatus of the Greek text). It is dated 461 Hijra/ 1069 AD in its 
colophon, which reads, 


The treatise by Theophrastus, the advocate of Aristotle's arguments in 
metaphysics, (in) the translation by Ishaq, is finished. 


I, Yahya ibn-Jarir, the physician from Tikrit, transcribed it from a corrupt 


It was collated with its exemplar, which was very corrupt. 


The scribe is the Jacobite Christian medical scholar and theologian, 
Abü-Nasr Yahya ibn-Jarir at-Tikriti, student of Ibn-Zur‘a, the Baghdad 
Aristotelian philosopher from the school of Yahya ibn-‘Adi. According 
to Ibn-Abi-Usaybi‘a, who has a brief notice on him (1,243), he was still 
alive eleven years after he copied this manuscript, in 472/ 1079-1080. His 
medical works mentioned by Ibn-Abi-Usaybi‘a concern sexual hygiene 
(Graf 1947, 260, refers to possible extant copies), but he also wrote an 
astrological piece which is extant, though its authorship is contested 
(GAS VIL19; GALS 1,862, Graf 1947, 260). His major theological work 
is Kitab al-Mursid, The Guide, in which he mentions that he visited 
Constantinople in 450/1058 (Graf 1947, 260-262). Like most of the 
scholars of his time he was a man of many talents and of apparent interest 
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who deserves to be studied beyond the few essays that have been devoted 
to his theological views.! 

The manuscript was copied in Mayyafariqin, just west of lake Van 
in eastern Anatolia, at the sources of the Tigris. It contains, following 
Theophrastus’s Essay, al-Farabi's Principles of the Opinions of the People of 
the Perfect State (Mabädi’ ara’ ahl al-madina al-fadila), and it was used by 
R. Walzer 1985 for his edition of that text (cf. pp. 22-25). The manuscript 
has marginal notes and corrections by the same scribe, one of which, in 
both Syriac and Arabic in the part on al-Farabi, refers to “Gregory of 
Nyssa or some other Gregory” (Walzer p. 24). The manuscript is defective 
both at the beginning and end; it is missing at least two pages at the 
beginning—a title page and the first page of Theophrastus’s text—and 
a few pages at the end of al-Fàrabi's text. This is unfortunate, because 
we are deprived of the title which Theophrastuss Essay carried in this 
manuscript; the colophon gives a description of its contents, which in all 
likelihood reflects the Scholium in some Greek manuscripts (see above, 
Chapter 1.2), but not the title. 

The probable provenance of this manuscript bears some discussion, 
given that it is the chief witness for one independent branch of the 
transmision of the text of Theophrastuss Essay. It was copied, as just 
mentioned, in Mayyafariqin in 1069-1070. Mayyäfärigin at that time 
was the seat of the court of the Marwanid dynasty which ruled the 
region of Diyärbakr (380 / 990-478/ 1085)? The city had come to promi- 
nence as political and cultural center already during the time of Sayf- 
ad-Dawla and the previous dynasty of the Hamdanids, who were over- 
thrown by the Marwanids in 380/990-991, and it enjoyed a further 
period of cultural efflorescence under the long and illustrious reign of 
the Marwanid Nasr-ad-Dawla (401 / 1011-483 / 1061). Yahya’s brother, 
al-Fadl ibn-Jarir, served as the physician of Nasr-ad-Dawla (Ibn-Abi- 
Usaybi'a L243), and in all likelihood Yahya moved to Mayyafariqin 
together with his brother, where he stayed and worked also through the 
reign of Nasr-ad-Dawlas successor, his son Nizam-ad-Din (453 / 1061- 
472/1079). It was during the rule of Nizam-ad-Din that Yahya copied 
our manuscript, and it is interesting to note that Ibn- Abi-Usaybi'a gives 
this rulers date of death as the year through which Yahyà was known 


1 For this, his major surviving work, see Mouawad 1997, with further references. 
? For the Marwanids see, most conveniently, the article by C. Hillenbrand in ER, 
VL626-627. 
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to have lived. We do not know whether this coincidence is significant for 
the date of Yahya’s own death and his relation with Nizam-ad-Din. 

The fact that the manuscript contains also al-Farabis Principles (Ma- 
badi’), a work that was completed in Damascus towards the end of his 
life in 943, points to its probable provenance. At that time al-Farabi had 
left Baghdad and lived in Syria, where he died, as his biographers say, in 
339/950-951 "under the protection" of Sayf-ad-Dawla, the Hamdanid 
ruler at Aleppo. Since the Marwanids were, in essence, the successors 
of the Hamdanids in the area and particularly in Mayyafariqin, and 
adherents (and inheritors?) of their cultural policies, it stands to reason 
that manuscripts both by al-Farabi himself and in his possession would 
be available and accessible, after his death, not only in Damascus and 
Aleppo but also in Mayyafariqin. It is accordingly most probable that 
the Essay by Theophrastus, just like al-Farabi's Principles (Mabadi’), came 
ultimately from the library of al-Farabi himself. It is known that al-Farabi 
started his Principles in Baghdad but finished it in Damascus; which 
means that when he moved from Baghdad to Damascus after the end 
of 330 / September 942, he carried with him his library, or at least some 
portion of it. Theophrastuss Essay, as translated in Baghdad by Ishaq ibn- 
Hunayn, was among these books. 

Yahya ibn-Jarir twice tells us in his colophon that the exemplar from 
which he copied Theophrastuss Essay was corrupt, "very" corrupt. It is 
not entirely clear whether “corrupt,” saqim, literally “diseased,” refers to 
the physical state of the manuscript—i.e., torn or worm-ridden—or to 
the state of the text in it, error-ridden. The former seems more probable, 
given that some of the omissions in the text are in all probability due 
to a physically defective exemplar. There are certainly numerous places 
in the text where the mistake is clearly due to defects in the Arabic 
writing, and obvious corrections can be made on the basis of the Greek 
(see the apparatus of the Arabic edition). In some cases, however, these 
mistakes occur in clusters, where it would appear that there may have 
been some sort of physical damage to the exemplar in those places; 
e.g., section 9b20-21, where there are three important omissions (see 
below, section 2). If that is the case, then it is almost certain that the 
exemplar of T, a manuscript affiliated with al-Farabi, was an old copy 
from Baghdad, transcribed in the circle of the Baghdad Aristotelians to 
whom al-Färäbi belonged. It was thus very close to Ishaq’s autograph, its 


3 For the details of al-Farabi’s life at the end of his life and his literary activities see 
my article on his biography in Er. IX,210a. 
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direct provenance from which can hardly be disputed. That the exemplar 
of T was in 21-1313615 possession means that he had read it, and it remains 
to be investigated whether an echo of it can be found in his writings. The 
same applies to the scholar scribe, Yahya ibn-Jarir, despite the fact that 
he does not indicate in his colophon that he had copied it for himself 
(li-nafsihi). 

The second manuscript, 


Oxford, Bodleian, Ouseley 95, ff. 92-95", is part of a larger miscellany 
(majmü‘a) of philosophical treatises, written in a beautiful Persian ta ‘liq, 
almost fully provided with diacritical points. It is not dated, but it is 
written in Safavid times and can be dated ca. 1630 ΑΡ." It is unfortunate 
that it has been destroyed apparently by book worms, so that all the 
pages are torn obliquely with very few lines surviving intact; as a result, 
about half of the text is missing (cf. Margoliouth 1892, 192). The loss, 
however, hardly matters, for it is quite certain that this manuscript (B) 
was copied, through an intermediary, from the Tehran manuscript (T), 
for the following reasons. 

First, that B derives from T, whether directly or at some remove, is 
indicated by the following: 


(1) B also omits the first paragraph and a half of the text and begins in the 
middle ofa sentence with exactly the same words as T, minha munfasilun. 
If B was copied from an exemplar that derived from a manuscript other 
than T, then it will have to be assumed against all odds that T and 
that other manuscript finished the first page of the text at exactly the 
same place independetly of each other, and that the opening page of that 
manuscripts was also lost. 


(2) At 8a26, the name of Euripides is spelled with exactly the same 
skeletal text (rasm) in both manuscripts: .اورسوسس‎ Not only are all the 
ridges after the ra’ and after the second waw the same, despite the lack 
of diacritics—something difficult to achieve even in direct copying— but 
the two transcriptions also share the same mistake, writing a second waw 
towards the end of the name instead of the original dal or dal. 


^ See the description of the manuscript in E. Sachau and H. Ethé, Catalogue of the 
Persian, Turkish, Hindüstäni, and Pushtü Manuscripts in the Bodleian Library, Oxford: 
The Clarendon Press, 1889, 865 and 871, no. 1422. 
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(3) At 118423, T has c» JI for ,الشريف‎ but writes the sin (sin) in a peculiar 
way, doubtless due to the scribes momentary carelessness: the first ofthe 
three ridges of the sin is written much taller than the other two, thus 
giving the impression that the first ridge constitutes a different letter 
from the following two. B reproduces this as ,التشريف‎ interpreting the 
first ridge, justifiably, as a ta’, but failing to see (or disregarding) that 
the following ridges are two, not three, and do not constitute a sin or 
Sin. 


(4) At 11b15 T has ois, but the initial ه‎ is written in a way that the first 
downward stroke of the letter goes straight down rather than at a slant 
and it is not later met at the top ofthe letter by the upward stroke to close 
the circle, so that that first downward stroke can look like a ,ب‎ while the 
loop on the left side of the letter looks accordingly as a separate letter, 
in fact like ع‎ or ف‎ Thus the reading in B for هذه‎ comes out as ربعده‎ 
a misreading that could have occurred only in a copy made from this 
particular manuscript (T). 


(5) Finally, at 11b6 T writes ls but the initial Kaf is written without the 
top bar and with the loop of the kaf more closed than open so that it is 
possible to misread it as a fa’ or qaf, which is how B read it for he writes, 
.فانها‎ In all of these cases the mistranscription is due to the peculiarities of 
the particular manuscript T, and not to normal copying errors in Arabic 
manuscripts. 

Second, B does not seem to derive directly from T but through at least 
one intermediary. 


(1) At 11b8 T writes 552.2; for .يضيفون‎ Although the loop of the fa’ is 
written slightly above the line and the line connecting it with the previous 
letter is slightly longer than normal, the letter is still recognisable as a 
rasm of fa’/qaf. But B writes ὁ ,« 2, misreading the letter as an ‘ayn. 
Though one can understand why the misreading has occurred, it still 
cannot be justified on the basis of T, so it seems plausible that there was 
an intermediary that caused the error. 


(2) More significantly, at 6b10, T writes, ان سن‎ without diacritics for ان‎ 
um. B misreads this as من‎ ùl, which is unwarranted on the basis of T, for 
the three ridges in سن‎ cannot be misread as a mim. There accordingly 
must have been at least one intermediary where the three ridges were 
transcribed in a way that could evoke a mim. 
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(3) Finally, B, or the intermediary, was copying the text of T only, without 
the marginal material. The few explanatory additions in the margins of T 
are not included in B, and neither is the marginal correction of the text 
at 4b11b. 

It is thus established that the Bodleian manuscript (B) derives from the 
Tehran manuscript (T) through at least one intermediary. This makes it 
impossible for B to carry any independent readings, but the fact that the 
Arabic skeletal text is pointed throughout is useful in determining the 
readings in T and the extent to which the scribe understood what he was 
copying. 

By the same token, the Bodleian manuscript cannot inform us about 
the title of the Essay; not only does it derive from T, and hence has 
no independent information to offer, but is itself mutilated and the 
colophon, if there was one, is missing. The scribe of B just added at the 
beginning of the text as title, Maqala li- Tawufrastus, Essay by Theophras- 
tus, which indicates that he took the name of the author from the colo- 
phon in T and its copy. 


2. The Arabic Translation 


Ihe Arabic translation is of high quality, indicative of the translator's 
competence and familiarity with the subject matter. The relatively fre- 
quent inaccuracies in the translation are partly due to mistakes in the 
Greek exemplar upon which it is based, and partly to the difficulty of 
the text. All in all, the translation is accurate and quite faithful, and it 
helps establish the Greek text in a number of places, as discussed above 
in Chapter 2.2. 

At the same time, the Arabic translation differs from the Greek text 
as we have it in certain ways which have to be properly described and 
assessed. In the first place, as mentioned in Chapter 2.2 above, the Ara- 
bic translation is based on a Greek manuscript (W) that derives from a 
different transliteration from uncials than that which formed the exem- 
plar of the extant Greek manuscripts. The textual differences between the 
Greek text and the Arabic translation that derive from this fact were ana- 
lyzed above; this feature makes the Arabic translation an indispensable 
witness for the establishment of the Greek text. 

Second, other discrepancies between the Greek text as we have it and 
the Arabic translation have different sources: some are additions and 
others omissions. Minor additions of a few words (there are no major 
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insertions of extraneous material in this brief Essay) are as a rule glosses 
and explanatory remarks with reference to a particular word or sen- 
tence in the text. The origin of these glosses is not insignificant. The 
Essay was translated in Baghdad, by a scholar who was close to the Aris- 
totelian school, on the basis of a lost Greek manuscript about whose 
origins we have no information. It is likely that this Greek manuscript 
itself may have carried some marginal glosses, or that some of the schol- 
ars in Baghdad who first studied this treatise added their own com- 
ments, or finally that even the scribe himself, Yahya ibn-Jarir, who was 
educated in the same tradition, may have been responsible for some of 
them. These glosses occur in the following passages: 406, 58413, 5b27, 
8a10, 11bs, 11b6. The first two are marginal, the last four have been 
inserted into the text; they are all translated in the notes to these pas- 
sages. 

Third, minor omissions of a word or two may be either accidental, 
having occurred either in the Greek or the Arabic tradition, or deliberate, 
on the part of the translator; their precise nature has to be assessed 
because of their potential interest to the establishment of the Greek 
text. The guidelines and principles on the basis of which these minor 
discrepancies are to be registered in the Greek and Arabic apparatuses are 
described in detail in the methodological Excursus at the end of Part I. 

Finally, there are a few omissions of some length in the Arabic trans- 
lation. The origins of such omissions are notoriously difficult to assess. 
They (1) may have already been present in the Greek exemplar of the 
Arabic translation; (2) the translator himself may have been responsible 
for them either (a) by accidentally skipping a line or a phrase as he was 
translating, or (b) by deliberately not translating a sentence or phrase, 
for a variety of reasons; and finally, (3) even if the text was translated 
faithfully, some sentences or phrases may have fallen out accidentally in 
the course of the transmission within the Arabic tradition. Assessing in 
which category an omission belongs is significant for the way in which 
and where it will be recorded. Case (1) is of significance for the establish- 
ment of the Greek text in one way and of the Arabic text in another. A 
verifiable omission in a Greek manuscript that is no longer extant—as is 
the case with all Greek texts translated into Arabic—may be significant 
evidence that the phrase or sentence in question was itself an addition in 
the Greek tradition and not part of the author's original text; it is there- 
fore imperative that it be recorded in the Greek apparatus. By the same 
token, such an omission in the Greek exemplar of a translation signifies 
that the Arabic text itself from the very beginning lacked that passage 
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and hence was integral without it; that is, in trying to edit the translation 
and reconstruct the text as it left the pen of the translator, that particu- 
lar passage plays no role and hence cannot be considered as a lacuna in 
the Arabic text; if at all, it will be recorded in an Arabic apparatus only 
for the purposes of comparison of the two texts and not of the establish- 
ment of the Arabic text. Cases (2) and (3), by contrast, do not concern 
the establishment of the Greek text, though in different ways, relatively 
and absolutely. Case (3) does not absolutely, for obvious reasons: the fact 
that some Arabic scribe neglected to copy a phrase or two of a text that 
was an accurate and complete translation of the Greek original is of no 
interest to the Greek editor. In case (2a), however—in cases, that is, of 
accidental omissions—there is almost never any certainty that the line or 
phrase accidentally omitted by the translator was also not missing from 
the Greek exemplar (for very much the same reasons of haplography, 
homoeoteleuton, etc.). This uncertainty makes it necessary, for the sake 
of completeness, to record that omission in the Greek apparatus so that it 
may be compared with similar omissions, if they exist, in the extant Greek 
manuscripts of the work. Case (2b), on the other hand, is of no interest 
to the Greek editor—for it does not say anything about the Greek text, 
which was fully present in the translator's exemplar, but only about his 
decision not to, or inability to, translate the pasage in question—except 
for comparative purposes. Also for comparative and not textual purposes 
are of interest to the Arabic editor both cases (2a) and (2b); for regardless 
whether the omissions occurred by accident or design, the fact is that the 
Arabic text that was produced by the translator did not have those pas- 
sages, and hence its reconstitution in the edition need not take them into 
consideration. Case (3), by contrast, though of no use to the Greek editor, 
as mentioned, is central to the Arabic apparatus and should be dutifully 
recorded. 

In this treatise there are eight cases of such omissions, briefly listed 
below; the details of their occurrence are discussed fully in the commen- 
tary. 


1) 6b25-26, the words ὥσπερ ὅσοι πῦρ καὶ γῆν ἢ μεμορφωμένας are not 
translated at all, the omission being manifestly due to a homoeoarcton: 
somebody skipped in the Greek text from ὥσπερ in line 6025 to wg in 
line 6b26. This was either the scribe of the Greek manuscript from which 
the translation was made (W, or possibly one of his predecessors), or the 
translator himself as he was reading the manuscript. The omission is an 
example of case (1) or (2a) above. 
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2) 8027, the words ἢ ἐξ ἀμφοῖν εἰσὶ δ᾽ were omitted either in the Greek 
exemplar W, or by the translator as he was reading it, by haplography: 
someone skipped from 8’ before ἡ ἐξ to © before ἔνιαι. This is also an 
example of an omission in case (1) or (2a) above. 


3) 9216-17, the Arabic words corresponding to ἔχει δὲ xal ... τὰ μαϑή- 
ματα were omitted by a scribe in the Arabic tradition, who skipped 
from the word at-ta‘alim to at-ta‘alim in ft t-ta‘alim (aydan fa-inna li- 
t-ta‘alim) anfusihä htiläfan. A proper lacuna in the Arabic text, it repre- 
sents case (3) above. 


4) 9b20-21, the words καὶ περὶ τὰς ἔτι προτέρας were translated but 
dropped out in subsequent Arabic tradition because of an omission by 
homoeoteleuton; they are easily restored: ‘ilmu umüri t-tabi‘ati (wa-'ilmu 
mà qabla t-tabi‘ati). This is another example of a proper lacuna in the 
Arabic text, as in case (3) above. 


5) 10a10-12, the translation of the words τοῦ οὐρανοῦ ... καθ’ ἕκαστον 
was omitted in the Arabic tradition; see the discussion of the details of 
this omission in the commentary. This is also a proper lacuna in the 
Arabic text, and another example of case (3) above. 


6) 10b8-9, the words καὶ τοῖς ϑήλεσιν ἣ πρόεσις εἴπερ μὴ συμβάλ- 
λεται, on female emission, were not translated. There is no break in 
the Arabic syntax, which would suggest that the omission was deliber- 
ate, either because of the difficulty of the passage or, though less likely, 
because of the sensitivity of the subject. This is an example of case (2b) 
above. 


7) 10b13-16, the longish passage, καὶ ὡς ἔνια δὴ ... λάβοι τις ἂν 
τοιαῦτα, consists of a few more examples of apparent purposelessness in 
animal life. There is again no break in the Arabic syntax, and the omission 
appears to be deliberate, most likely on account of the difficulty of the 
technical terms involved, in addition to the fact that the philosophical 
point about teleology had already been made. This is yet another example 
of case (2b) above. 


8) 11a11-12, the words καὶ Ev τῇ μέσῃ κοιλίᾳ τῆς καρδίας τὴν κρᾶσιν 
ἀρίστην ὅτι τὸ μέσον τιμιώτατον are missing in Arabic. This is a difficult 
case to call, for theoretically the omission could have occurred both in 
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the Greek and Arabic tradition. For reasons discussed in the note to the 
translation, it appears more likely that it was deliberate on the part of the 
translator, and thus an example of case (2b). 

The results of this analysis of the differences between the Greek text 
and the Arabic translation have been entered accordingly in the critical 
apparatuses of the two texts. 


3. The Translator, Ishaq Ibn-Hunayn 


Concerning the identity of the translator, the ascriptions are not unan- 
imous. The scribe of the Tehran manuscript, Yahya ibn-Jarir, explicitly 
ascribes it in the colophon to Ishaq ibn-Hunayn (d. 910-911; see EI? 
IV,110), as cited above. In his Index, however, which was completed in 
987, Ibn-an-Nadim says (Fihrist 252.9, fr. 3A FHS&G) that the transla- 
tion was made by Yahya ibn-‘Adi (d. 974; see EI? XL245), the Aristotelian 
scholarch in Baghdad, a statement to which the great Syriac scholar Bar- 
Hebraeus (d. 1286) later added that the translation was done from Syriac 
into Arabic (fr. 3B FHS&G). Now the evidence in the colophon of the 
manuscript should be decisive, especially in the case of this manuscript 
which, as discussed above, descends from an exemplar in all probability 
copied some time in the tenth century in Baghdad in the Aristotelian cir- 
cles frequented by al-Farabi. On the other hand, Ibn-an-Nadim received 
his information about philosophical manuscripts and translations from 
Yahya ibn-‘Adi himself, and his authority cannot be easily impugned. 
The two ascriptions need not necessarily be in conflict, though, insofar 
as Ishaq could have translated it in the first place and Ibn-an-Nadim’s 
report could mean either that Yahya ibn-‘Adi revised Ishàqs translation 
or that he, Ibn-an-Nadim, heard of or possessed a copy of Theophras- 
tuss Essay from the library of Yahya ibn-‘Adi. In this case, however, the 
evidence provided by Bar-Hebraeus, that Yahya’s translation was done 
from the Syriac, cannot stand, for that would mean that Ishaq trans- 
lated the Greek text into Syriac and Yahya the Syriac text into Arabic, 
whereas in the colophon the scribe ascribes to Ishaq the Arabic trans- 
lation which he has just finished copying. Since the evidence provided 
by the scribe, Yahya ibn-Jarir, must trump all others, it is most likely 
that the translation was transmitted as just described: Ishaq ibn-Hunayn 
made the translation into Arabic from the Greek, and this translation 
became current in the circles of the Baghdad Aristotelians where al- 
Farabî found it and acquired a copy. Yahya ibn-‘Adi, the scholarch of 
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the Aristotelians after al-Farabi's departure from Baghdad in mid-tenth 
century, either corrected or most likely "edited" or "published" the text, 
and Ibn-an-Nadim learned about it on the authority of Yahya ibn-‘Adi 
and inaccurately reported it as having been translated by Yahya. As both 
Ishaq and Yahya ibn-‘Adi are known to have translated books of Aris- 
totles Metaphysics,” they doubtless found the Greek text in the Greek 
manuscript(s) of the Aristotelian work which would have included, as 
discussed in Chapter 1.2, also the Essay by Theophrastus. 

The stylistic pecularities of the translation provide additional corrob- 
oration that it came from the pen of Ishaq ibn-Hunayn. It is true that, in 
general, we are far from the stage where we can distinguish with absolute 
certainty, on this basis, between the styles of Ishaq and Yahya ibn-'Adi. 
It is also true that very few translations by Yahya are extant; however, in 
this particular case the following indications appear to be conclusive. 

Ishaq ibn-Hunayn was arguably the most accomplished translator of 
Greek philosophical texts, and Yahya was active at a time when the trans- 
lation movement was winding down and coming to an end; accord- 
ingly the translations had reached a high level of accuracy, sophistication, 
and consistency in technical terminology. Under these circumstances, it 
becomes difficult to argue conclusively about identities of translators on 
the basis of words chosen to translate technical terms. The assumption 
must be, and given the ubiquitous practice of later scholars of revising 
or "touching up" earlier translations, that such terminology would be 
similar enough and flexible enough as to make definite pronouncements 
about the identity of the translator inadvisable. What remains is to ana- 
lyze the way in which some very common, functional, words are trans- 
lated and seek to identify turns of Arabic phrase that may be unique to 
a translator. That said, we can have a look at Aristotles Sophistics, almost 
the one work which we know for certain to have been translated by Yahya 
ibn-'Adi, and the Physics, a work translated beyond the shadow of a doubt 
by Ishàq. 

The word ἴσως (perhaps) occurs eight times in the Sophistics. In four of 
these Yahya consistently translates it with ‘asd (175b23, 180a14, 181b32, 
33), once with la‘alla (179b26), once literally, ‘ala l-musawat (170b21), 
and twice he does not translate it at all (170a22, 180a16). In the Arabic 
translation of the Physics, Ishaq translates the word in a number of ways, 
depending on the context, but most frequently by haliqun an (185b11, 


5 See the detailed discussion in Bertolacci 2005, 270, and passim. 
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200b4, 202b33, 212b18, 224b15, 228a15, 231a16, 241b15, 253a15, 
261b12) and ahlaqu bi- (217a8, 252b31). By contrast, he uses ‘asd only 
once (256b12) and la‘alla only twice (202a22, 229a29), rubba-mä once 
(223b7) and, characteristically, also fi-ma ahsibu (238b9, 253a13). In the 
Essay by Theophrastus, ἴσως occurs four times, in one of which (646) it 
is not translated at all, and in the other three it is translated by ahlaqu bi- 
(4b13), haliqun an (8a3), and fi-mä ahsibu (6a12). The close correspon- 
dence between the idiom of Ishaq in the Physics and the translator of the 
Essay is obvious. Particularly noteworthy is the use of the expression fi- 
mà ahsibu (“as I reckon") to render ἴσως. It is a brilliant rendering, and 
also uncommon, in that it gives not the strict lexical meaning ofthe word 
but its sense in the particular context. I am not sure whether this render- 
ing of tows is unique to Ishaq, but in this case it points to the identicalness 
of the translator of both the Physics and Theophrastus's Essay. 

A similar conclusion is obtained from a consideration of the transla- 
tion of the word μάλιστα. Yahya ibn-‘Adi translates it essentially in two 
ways in the Sophistics. The first is the painfully literal, but in the Arabic 
context rather barbaric expression, aktara, “more” or “most” (165b18, 
176b27,° 182b32 and 33, 182b38 twice; katiran 169a33); the second is 
the generic hdssatan (169a35, 172b13, 174b9,’ 176a26, 176b21). In only 
one case does Yahya use a more elegant construction to express the sense 
of the word, translating μάλιστα δριμύς with the elative only, ahaddu 
(18343). The procedure adopted by Yahya in translating μάλιστα in this 
way is understandable. Since he was translating from a Syriac transla- 
tion of Sophistici Elenchi and not from the Greek,’ he was bound by the 
choices that had been made by the Syriac translator, and hence he trans- 
lated mechanically the Syriac term with the same Arabic word in each 
occurrence; in other words, he did not have the possibility to express the 
nuances of the use of the word that a Greek context would have given 
him. But this is precisely what we see in Ishaqs translation of the Physics, 
where he renders the word μάλιστα in a variety of ways, always sensitive 
to its meaning in context. First, Ishàq never uses plain aktara to translate 
it, but in the few places where he does use this elative form, he uses it 
either in the expression aktaru mà (197b32, 199b30, 203b22), or aktara 


$ With the word hdssatan added here above the line in the Paris manuscript which 
has preserved the Arabic translations of the Sophistics. 

7 [tis interesting to note that in these three passages just referred to, somebody wrote 
aktara above the word hassatan in the Paris manuscript. 

8 The Syriac translation was made, we are told by Ibn-an-Nadim (Fihrist 249.27), by 
Theophilus of Edessa (d. 785), the court astrologer of the caliph al-Mahdi (775-785). 
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followed by the maf ‘ül mutlaq of the word modified by μάλιστα (1998290, 
262a12). Second, other than these uses of aktar, Ishaq does not use only 
hässatan (198a11, 20421, etc.), like Yahya, but numerous other ways to 
translate μάλιστα. In both these aspects the translator of Theophras- 
tuss Essay does the same: he never uses aktara and he always translates 
according to sense. The following instances show the identical proce- 
dures in the translation of the Physics and in the Essay. In a few places, 
Ishaq translates μάλιστα in the Physics with awla bi- (265a5, 267b4) and 
ahaqqu bi- (247b2); the translator of the Essay also uses awla bi- (5bo, 
11b17), and in one place even ahaqqu wa-awla bi- in hendiadys (6b26). 
Second, noteworthy is the extremely innovative but accurate render- 
ing of the difficult expression ὅτι μάλιστα in the two translations: With 
Physics 205b6 ὅτι μάλιστα μὴ κινεῖται τὸ ὅλον = ab‘ad al-mawadi‘ min 
an tataharraka ilayhi jumlatun (p. 244 Badawi), and Physics 210b13 ὥστ᾽ 
εἰ ὅτι μάλιστα ἐν ἀλλήλοις εἶεν = fa-in kana qad yajuzu bi-wajhin mina 
compare the Essay 8a4, ὅτι μάλιστα σύμφωνον ἑαυτῷ = (fi) gayati mà 
yumkinu an taküna ‘alayhi mina l-ittifāqi. Similarly note the similar- 
ity in rendering the superlatives with ahaqqu bi- in Physics 223b19, (N 
κυκλοφορία ἡ ὁμαλὴς) μέτρον μάλιστα = fa-ahaqqu l-harakáti bi-an 
taküna al-muqaddirata (l-harakatu ‘ala l-istidarati l-mustawiyati) (p. 479 
Badawi), and in the Essay 6a1 τὸ ϑειότατον = ahaqqu l-asya’i bi-annahü 
llahu. 

From this comparison there clearly results that the translators of the 
Sophistics on the one hand and of the Physics and Theophrastus’s Essay on 
the other were two different people, and if Yahya ibn-‘Adi was the trans- 
lator of the Sophistics, then he could not have been the translator of the 
other two. There also results that if Ishaq was the translator of the Physics 
then it is highly probable that he was also responsible for the translation 
of Theophrastuss Essay. This probability comes close to being certainty 
in such cases when it is noted that some other peculiarities of expression, 
or mannerisms, in the Physics translation are also present in the trans- 
lation of the Essay. The first is the habit of Ishaq on occasion to intro- 
duce a direct or, mostly, indirect question with the Arabic expression, 
layta si‘ri, “I wish I knew? From the relative frequency and casualness 
of its use in the Physics translation—casual in the sense that the Greek 
text has no word or structure indicating urgency in the question that is 
being asked—it would seem that the expression had lost its strict literal 
meaning and was used as a question marker in the Arabic of Ishaq's Bagh- 
dad. Thus, for example, Ishaq uses it in Physics 185b12 and 203b32 to 
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translate questions introduced by πότερον ... and ποτέρως (pp. 13 
and 214 respectively), and in 185a22 and 21546 to translate questions 
introduced by πῶς (pp. 10 and 362 Badawi, respectively). The same use 
of layta si'ri is also seen in the translation of the Essay by Theophrastus, 
marking questions introduced by ἀξιώσειεν ἄν (6a16), ἆρα (10216), and 
πόϑεν (10a24).? 

Another mannerism is Ishàqs habit of adding the word a‘ni, “I mean, 
when he introduces subordinate clauses, explanatory or parenthetical 
phrases, or attributive phrases following a noun in the Greek, when they 
run the risk of being misunderstood if rendered paratactically in Arabic. 
For example, Physics 252a19-21, διόπερ βέλτιον ὡς Ἐμπεδοκλῆς ... ἐν 
μέρει τὸ πᾶν ἠρεμεῖν καὶ κινεῖσθαι πάλιν = fa-inna qawla Anbäduglis 

. ajwadu, a‘ni anna l-kulla yaskunu marratan tumma yataharraku 
(p. 814 Badawi); and Physics 234a19-20, ἀνάγκη τὸ αὐτὸ εἶναι τὸ ἐν 
ἑκατέρῳ νῦν = fa-wäjibun an yaküna l-àna wahidan bi-‘aynihi, a‘ni l- 
ana lladi fi kulli wahidin minhuma (p. 640 Badawi); etc. This use of a‘ni 
is also quite frequent in the translation of the Essay by Theophrastus 
(7416, 7a21, 7b20, 8a8, 8a22, 8012, 9b14, 10b24, 1145). This particular 
mannerism may not be unique to Ishaq, for it is also encountered in the 
earlier translator of De caelo, Yahya ibn-al-Bitriq (see GALex I, p. 17*), 
but it appears not to have been common among translators of Ishaqs 
generation and later. 

Finally another rendering that is common to the translations of both 
the Physics and Theophrastuss Essay is the term ἄλογον, translated as 
gayr munqás, "unreasonable? This is an unusual rendering, and indeed 
one that Ishaq uses only once in the Physics (255a10) although the Greek 
term itself occurs frequently enough, but it also occurs in the Essay 
at 7a10 and later, in the form laysa bi-mungäs, to translate un ἔχειν 
λόγον at 10b25. Apart from the startling occurrence of this unusual term 
in the two translations, its derivation also bespeaks an advanced stage 
in the development of technical terminology. Since λόγος was usually 
translated also with the word qiyas, Ishaq—if it was Ishaq who first 
thought of using mungäs in this connection—thought that he would use 
a word in Arabic etymologically deriving from the same root as qiyûs, just 


° Ullmann in WGAU 552 registers two more uses of αγία Si‘ri in the translation of 
Themistius’s paraphrase of the De anima; this is as it should be, for all indications are that 
this work also was translated by Ishàq. However, the evidence collected here indicates 
that layta si‘ri does not properly translate enclitic ποτε, as Ullmann has it, but simply 
introduces the questions that follow in the text. 
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as ἄλογον derives from λόγος in Greek. He thus used mungäs (“logos- 
ed,’ i.e., reason-ed, reasonable), the participle of the passive verbal form 
infa‘ala, together with a negative. 

The whole question of the identity of the translators of individual 
Greek works during the Graeco-Arabic translation movement remains 
a thorny and difficult field, not yet fully researched, though significant 
advances have recently been made.!? Under these circumstances, the 
evidence collected here indicating that the translator of Theophrastus’s 
Essay was indeed Ishaq ibn-Hunayn makes the identification as certain 
as can be achieved at present. 


4. Editions of the Arabic Text 


1) Margoliouth. The article by Margoliouth 1892 was the first to study 
the Arabic translation, only about half of which was available to him 
in the damaged Bodleian manuscript; the Tehran manuscript was not 
discovered until much later. Margoliouth's purpose in this article was to 
introduce, edit, and translate a Persian version of the Book of the Apple 
(Kitab at-tuffaha) from the Bodleian manuscript, which also contains the 
Essay by Theophrastus, so his interest in the latter was only incidental. 
In the introduction he devoted a few pages (192-201) to the work, in 
which he presented a transcription of a whole passage (11a1-11b1) and 
numerous other sentences for the purpose, primarily, of assessing the 
value ofthe Arabic translation for the establishment of the Greek text. In a 
few places his readings and suggestions for the text are accurate and have 
been adopted (indicated in the apparatus), while his critical comments 
have been referred to in the commentary. But in several other places his 
transcription is inaccurate or wrong, given the deficient manuscript from 
which he was working. These need not clutter the Arabic apparatus, for 
they contribute nothing to the establishment of the text, but are listed in 
a separate apparatus in Part II at the end of the Arabic text and facing 
English translation. 


2) Alon. The first complete edition of the Arabic translation, based on 
both extant manuscripts, was offered by Alon 1985 in an article that 


10 Cf. GALex I, p. 9*, and the reviews of WGAU by P. Pormann in the Journal of the 
Royal Asiatic Society 13 (2003) 105-107, and by O. Overwien in Bulletin Critique des 
Annales Islamologiques 20 (2004) 130-132. 
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drew upon his doctoral dissertation. Alon’s edition is very uneven. At 
times he offers valuable readings and suggestions for corrections, though 
almost always without indicating that he is altering the manuscript read- 
ings; and at other times his text contains numerous serious mistakes in 
transcription,'! omissions, and inaccurate information about manuscript 
readings. These also need not clutter the main Arabic apparatus and have 
been listed in the separate apparatus at the end of the Arabic text and 
English translation. 

Whenever I accepted one of Alon’s corrections of a faulty reading in 
the Arabic manuscripts because it was consonant with the translator's 
practice and the Greek text, I took the liberty, following my practice, of 
indicating in parenthesis next to the corrected reading in the apparatus 
the reading of the Greek text on whose basis this correction is warranted, 
even if Alon himself did not make such an explicit justification for the 
correction. Thus at 10a10 Alon reads hässatan (p. 200, translated as 
"especially" p. 214) instead of the manuscript reading hdssiyya. Alon's 
reading is correct because it translates καὶ μάλιστα, as it does on an 
earlier occasion at 9b19. I note this in the apparatus in parentheses next 
to his correction, although Alon has no note about it but only a vague 
reference to the following lacuna without even specifying its extent or 
exact location in the text. 


3) Crubellier. The publication of the 1992 article by Crubellier marked 
an advance in the study of the contribution the Arabic translation could 
make to the establishment of the Greek text. In this study, undertaken in 
conjunction with the preparation of a new edition of the Greek text by 
Laks & Most, Crubellier offered a close translation of the Arabic text with 
copious notes explaining the Arabic translation and offering corrections 
and emendations. Many of these contributions to the history of the Greek 
text found their way in the apparatus criticus of Laks & Most under the 
siglum “Ishaq” or, when “Ishaq” agreed with all the Greek manuscripts, 
under the siglum of w. I refer to Crubellier’s article with the siglum Crub.! 


11 Such mistakes were not without consequences. For example, Alon’s mistranscrip- 
tion mungasiman for the reading munfasihan attested in the manuscript at 5a4b led Pines 
(in Alon 1985, 186n24) to conjecture unnecessarily a reading of Aéyowo for the actual λύ- 
otto in the Greek text. 

12 For the inadequacy of this siglum, because it covers a number of discrete phenom- 
ena, see section III in the Excursus and note 11. 
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At the same time Crubellier had prepared the draft of a new edition of 
the Arabic translation, which he most generously placed at my disposal 
(see the Preface). I have gratefully benefited from this draft edition, to 
which I refer with the siglum Crub.? 


5. The Present Edition and Translation of the Arabic Text 


The Arabic edition aims to reproduce, to the extent possible, the state 
of the text as established by the translator in order to derive maximum 
benefit in divining the readings of its Greek exemplar, V. The procedure 
that has been followed is described in the Excursus on Graeco-Arabic 
editorial technique at the end of Part One. 

In the edition of the Arabic text, the enumeration of the lines with 
small raised numbers follows that of the Greek text. Since Greek and 
Arabic syntax are different and do not follow the same word order, the 
following guidelines have been adopted in order to reduce arbitrariness 
in assigning the line numbers. Normally, the line number is placed 
before the Arabic word translating the first complete Greek word in 
that line (divided words in the Greek are included in the line in which 
they start). If, because of the requirements of Arabic syntax, that word 
is integrated in the sentence of the preceding or following line, then 
the line number is placed before the second full word of the line. In 
cases where this happens with more than two or three words, then the 
line numbering is split into two segments (in exceptional cases three) 
identified with a and b (and c in the exceptional case) after the number 
of the line. This is a general rule of thumb which it may not have been 
possible to apply absolutely consistently. But on balance, and despite 
the somewhat distracting presence of the numbers inside the text, this 
procedure appeared less cumbersome and infinitely less confusing than 
introducing yet another set of numbers to refer to the lines of the Arabic 
translation. As it is, the reader can identify on the spot the precise passage 
that corresponds to the Greek text because it bears precisely the same 
number. 

The critical apparatus accompanying the Arabic text is positive. With 
only one, essentially, manuscript at our disposal for the establishment 
of the text, it has been possible to give full documentation of all the 
evidence in the apparatus without unduly cluttering it. In practice, and 
with regard to diacritical points, which are almost entirely absent in T, 
this means that in all instances in which even a slight doubt existed about 
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the reading of a word lacking its diacritics, the skeletal form of that word, 
as well as the reading offered in B, have been fully recorded. In the case of 
the personal prefixes of verbs in the imperfect, variants between the two 
manuscripts and among editors due to the pointing of the third person 
masculine and feminine, and first person plural, have been mentioned 
only when absolutely crucial for the meaning. Meritorious suggestions 
and readings offered by earlier editors have also been recorded, while the 
obvious errors in the transcripts of Margoliouth and Alon are listed in 
the supplementary apparatus at the end ofthe Arabic edition and English 
translation. 

Given the nature of the mistakes in a manuscript that are due to the 
peculiarities of Arabic writing, it is important to discriminate among 
them and register them differently in the apparatus. These are, to list 
them by their Arabic name, (a) tahrif, mistakes due to a miswritten 
skeleton (rasm), whose correction is indicated in the apparatus by writing 
“corr(ected by), or “corr(ection in)"; (b) tashif, mistakes due to different 
pointing of the same skeleton, indicated in the apparatus by writing 
"read(ing by or in)”; and (c) tahrik, variants due to different vowel signs 
placed on the same skeleton with the identical pointing, indicated in the 
apparatus by “voc(alization by or in)”. 

On occasion it has been possible to correct the Arabic text on the basis 
of the Greek. In such cases, it is clear that the suggested emendation or 
reading, which constituted a translation of the text as it appeared in the 
Greek exemplar, W, existed in the translators autograph but that it was 
corrupted in the process of the Arabic transmission. These emendations 
are registered with an asterisk (*) following the name of the scholar who 
made them, itself followed in parentheses by the Greek word(s) justifying 
the emendation. 

The English translation of the Arabic text tries to be literal without 
sacrificing intelligibility. In places where the Greek and Arabic say exactly 
the same thing, an attempt has been made to render the Arabic text with 
the same words as the Greek, to make meaningful the comparison of the 
two translations. The translation is also heavily annotated. This semed 
preferable to both adding a second commentary for the Arabic text alone 
and to incorporating the Arabic notes into the Greek commentary. The 
notes discuss every deviation of the Arabic from the Greek as well as any 
other peculiarity of the translation in order to explain the choices that 
I made for the readings of YW that I registered in the Greek apparatus 
criticus. 


EXCURSUS 


PRINCIPLES OF GRAECO-ARABIC 
TEXTUAL CRITICISM AND EDITORIAL TECHNIQUE 


Establishing the Arabic Edition and the Greek Apparatus 


The edition of the Arabic translation of Theophrastus’s On First Princi- 
ples (or the Arabic translation of any classical Greek text) contains the 
following parts: (a) a critical edition of the Arabic translation; (b) appa- 
ratus criticus for the Arabic text; (c) apparatus criticus for the Greek text, 
containing information for the Greek text that is gained from the Arabic 
edition; (d) English translation of the Arabic translation; (e) philological 
commentary on the details of the Graeco-Arabic translation; (f) Greek- 
Arabic and Arabic-Greek glossaries. The purpose of each part and what 
it ought to contain are briefly described below. 


1. Stages in the Transmission of Texts 


The Arabic translation of On First Principles (or of any classical Greek 
text) represents three different stages in the transmission of the text 
which have to be kept separate if the Arabic edition can be of use to the 
establishment of the Greek text. Starting with the known and proceeding 
to the unknown, we have: 


(1) Extant manuscripts. The Arabic text of the translation as found in the 
extant manuscripts (in this case, manuscripts T and B). These all derive 
ultimately from the translator's autograph, or final clean copy. They con- 
tain, however, numerous variations from that autograph or clean copy 
which are due to mistakes, misreadings, miscopyings, omissions, inclu- 
sions, interpolations, etc., that occurred in the process of the transmis- 
sion of the text within the Arabic tradition. The purpose of the Ara- 
bic apparatus (b) is to register the appropriate information which these 
manuscripts contain. 
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(2) The translators autograph or clean copy. This is not physically extant, 
but since all the extant manuscripts derive from it, it is possible to 
reconstruct it to the extent allowable by the evidence provided in the 
manuscripts and the Greek text. The purpose of the Arabic edition of 
the text (a) is to reproduce, to the extent possible, the text as it stood in 
the translator's autograph or clean copy. 


(3) The Greek exemplar used by the translator, also not extant. This 
is the manuscript on the basis of which the translation was made (in 
this case, W); the translation, therefore, as it stood in the translator’s 
autograph, reflects the readings of this manuscript. The readings of this 
Greek exemplar, to the extent that they can be recovered with certainty 
from the Arabic translation as established in the critical edition (a), will 
be recorded either in the edition of the Greek text or, in case they are not 
accepted by the editor in the edition, in the Greek apparatus criticus (c). 
When they cannot be established at all because the Arabic translation is 
not precise enough or specific enough to express the underlying Greek 
word (as in the case of particles, for example), this fact is registered in 
the Greek apparatus with square brackets placed around the siglum of 
the Greek exemplar, [WW] (see above, Chapter 2.70, 5 2). 


2. Relation between Stages 1 and 2 


Establishing the translator’s autograph or clean copy (Stage 2) from the 
extant manuscripts (Stage 1) is done as in any edition of an Arabic text 
with regard to selecting variants and identifying and correcting errors. 
The variants that have not been selected for inclusion in the text and the 
various erroneous readings are registered in the Arabic apparatus and 
marked by the siglum which represents the manuscript where they occur. 
However, in establishing the critical edition of the Arabic translation 
of a Greek text we have an additional source of information which 
tells us what the autograph should have said: the Greek original. If we 
can ascertain that the translator translated a particular passage or word 
accurately but that the correct original translation was subsequently 
corrupted in the transmission within the Arabic tradition, it is possible 
to correct such mistakes and misreadings on the basis of the Greek text. 
These corrections are registered in the Arabic apparatus (b) in a special 
manner, with an asterisk next to the name of the person making the 
correction, followed by the Greek word in parentheses (see the Sigla 
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for the Arabic apparatus below).! When this correction is also used to 
corroborate the reading in the Greek text, then it is registered in the 
Greek apparatus (c) with an asterisk following the siglum representing 
the Greek exemplar of the Arabic translation (W*).? 


3. Relation between Stages 2 and 3 


Determining how the Arabic translation relates to the Greek exemplar 
from which it was made involves comparing the received Greek text 
with the Arabic edition, as established in section II above. If there is 
disparity between the Greek and the Arabic at any specific point, its 
cause is either determinable or indeterminable, each of which must be 
registered differently in the Greek apparatus (c). 


(1) A disparity whose cause is determinable is when it can can be ascer- 
tained that the Greek manuscript used by the translator (W) had a dif- 
ferent reading from that of the Greek received text. If that variant also 
appears in other Greek manuscripts of the work, the siglum Y will be 
added to those representing the variant in the Greek apparatus. If that 
variant does not appear in any known manuscript, then it will have to be 
reconstructed in Greek and registered in the Greek apparatus (c) under 
the siglum W (see the Sigla for the Greek apparatus), followed in paren- 
theses with the transliterated Arabic word(s) which led to the reconstruc- 
tion. 


(2) Frequently, however, the cause of the disparity is indeterminable. 
This means that it is not possible to determine at which of the three 
stages in the transmission of the text (as described in section I above) 
the disparity occurred. This occurs most frequently with omissions in 
the Arabic translation: (i) they may be due to the scribe(s) of the extant 


! For this and all following examples, see the entries in the Greek and Arabic appara- 
tus to which reference is made. For an example of the use of the Greek text to emend an 
erroneous Arabic word, see Crubellier’s correction of the mistaken mawjüd to madhül for 
ἐπεισοδιῶδες at 4214, a mistake based on the misreading of a similar skeleton in Ara- 
bic for the two words. In the footnote to the translation, references are given from the 
translation literature further to substantiate this correction. 

? For example, at 4b11 the transmitted id (ἐπεί) is corrected to in (ei) because id 
does not fit the sense of the sentence, and the correction is registered also in the Greek 
apparatus because there is some variation in the Greek evidence. 
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manuscript(s) or to their immediate source from which they derive—the 
possibility that such an omission may have taken place is very large when 
only one or two manuscripts of the work survive, as in the present case; 
(ii) they may be due to the translator himself, who either neglected to 
translate or skipped over a word or words; (iii) and they may also be due 
to the Greek exemplar used for the Arabic translation (W), even if such 
omission may not be attested in any extant Greek manuscript.? 

Other kinds of disparity, however, are just as difficult to determine. 
An addition of a word in the Arabic translation may indicate an extra 
word in the Greek original, but then it may be a semantic elaboration on 
the part of the translator. A disparity may also occur from a misreading 
by the translator of the Greek exemplar or from a correct reading of a 
slightly different Greek original than the received text, the precise nature 
of which may not be readily identifiable. All such information from 
the Arabic translation, despite its indeterminacy, could possibly relate 
to the Greek exemplar and is thus of interest to the Greek editor. It 
should therefore be registered in the Greek apparatus in a distinct way 
and attributed to the Arabic tradition in general, using the abbreviation 
“Ar? (see the Sigla). This indicates what the Arabic text has in its extant 
form and informs the reader that it cannot be specified to which of 
the three stages of the transmission of the text this reading is to be 
attributed.‘ 

However, when a disparity between the Greek and Arabic texts can be 
explained within the context of the Arabic tradition itself and corrected 
accordingly, then this variant in the Arabic tradition will not be registered 
in the Greek apparatus with “Ar? Example: in 9a16-17 the Greek has, ®0- 
περ καὶ ἐν τοῖς μαθηματικοῖς: ἔχει δὲ καὶ αὐτὰ τὰ µαθήµατα διαφοράν. 
The Arabic manuscripts read, ka-md fi t-ta‘alim anfusihä htilafan, which 
is clearly defective: some Greek words are not translated (καὶ ... ἔχει δὲ 
καὶ ... τὰ µαθήµατα), and the accusative of ihtilafan has no governing 
word. The latter provides the clue that something has been omitted within 
the Arabic manuscript transmission and is not due to something omit- 


3 The Greek manuscripts used by the translators were either old uncial manuscripts 
of the sixth or early seventh centuries or the newly minted minuscule manuscripts of the 
ninth (no Greek secular manuscripts were copied between about the mid-seventh to the 
early ninth century). In either case, the Greek manuscript used by the translator could 
well represent a branch in the transmission that left no descendants, as with the present 
work. 

^ Examples: 4219, 6a6 (omission); 5a3 (addition); 6a4 ὅμοια---ἅμα ἅ (misreading due 
to minuscule exemplar). 
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ted in the Greek manuscript or misread by the translator. The omitted 
words can be easily reconstructed and the omission itself attributed to 
haplography: one thus adds to the Arabic text, ka-ma fi t-ta‘alim (aydan 
fa-inna li-t-ta‘alim) anfusihä htilafan, where one scribe skipped from the 
first ta‘alim to the second and omitted the intervening words. In such 
cases, the omission and its correction are registered in the apparatus of 
the Arabic text but not in that of the Greek text.° 

There are three cases of disparity, however, in which it is possible 
to be more precise about its cause and thus further specify the general 
designation “Ar.” in the apparatus: 


(2.1) The translator may have had the same text as the received text 
but interpreted it either according to his own understanding of the sub- 
ject of the treatise (which may be different from our own) or accord- 
ing to the purposes for which he was making the translation.® In either 
case, his interpretation is of interest for the establishment of a diffi- 
cult text, to say nothing of its significance for the history of ideas. It 
should therefore be registered in the Greek apparatus with the specifi- 
cation, “ut interpr(etatus est) Ar? (“as interpreted in the Arabic;” see the 
Sigla). 


(2.2) The translator may have had the same text as the received text but 
misunderstood it either because he did not understand the vocabulary 
involved or did not parse or punctuate the sentence correctly. However, 


5 A slight problem in this correction is generated by the fact that the Greek has 
two different words in this text, τοῖς μαϑηματικοῖς and μαϑήματα, both of which 
are translated by ta'alim. Μαθήματα occurs only once in this work, but there is no 
doubt that its translation is properly and correctly at-ta‘älim, since that is what the 
word means in both Greek and Arabic, the science of mathematics. Τοῖς μαϑηματικοῖς, 
however, refers to mathematical objects, not to the discipline, and its translation by at- 
ta‘älim, if the addition proposed in the emendation of the text is to be correct, would be 
inaccurate. It seems, however, that the translator did in fact mistake τοῖς μαϑηματικοῖς as 
referring to the discipline rather than to its objects, and thus our addition of at-ta‘älim, 
representing the translator's mistake, is correct. In the two other passages in this work 
where τὰ μαϑηματικὰ (with the article) occurs (4418, 11b20), referring to the objects of 
mathematics, the translator renders the word also with at-ta'alim and not with al-asya’ 
(or al-umür) at-ta‘älimiyya, as he does in 6bo, where the Greek word is found without 
the article and thus clearly refers to mathematical "things" and not to the discipline 
itself. 

$ See Gutas 1998, 141-150. 

7 Examples: 4a15, 5b8-9, and see the corresponding notes in the translation of the 
Arabic text. 
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the possibility that he might have had a slightly different text than the 
received text, or a corrupt text, can never be entirely ruled out. How 
the translator misunderstood the sentence is of potential interest to the 
Greek editor of the text and should therefore be registered in the Greek 
apparatus with the specification, “ut intell(exit) Ar. (“as understood in 
the Arabic;" see the Sigla).? 


(2.3) In some cases of omission, i.e. when the Arabic does not translate a 
word in the Greek, it is posible to attribute the omission not to any ofthe 
three reasons given above but to the translator's deliberate decision not 
to translate the text. This may occur for two reasons: 


(a) The translator may have decided not to translate a word because 
he felt that the Arabic sentence as constructed somehow included the 
sense of the word left untranslated. This occurs most frequently with the 
translation of Greek particles: In their case, there is first the question 
of the extent to which the Graeco-Arabic translators understood their 
precise force and implication; the subject of how well scholars of Greek 
in ninth and tenth century Byzantium and their colleagues in the Islamic 
world knew the classical Greek particles has, to my knowledge, not 
been investigated. But in addition to particles, the same observation 
applies to related words—adverbs, conjunctions, pronouns— which lend 
nuance and emphasis to the sentence rather than a concrete concept. 
In all such matters of nuance, the translator, even if he understood 
the full force of the particles or related words, may have felt either 
that Arabic could not express it adequately or that the way in which 
he had translated the Greek sentence by and large covered the said 
nuance without the need for a specific and additional Arabic word or 
phrase. Thus the absence of a specific Arabic word or phrase translating 
any of these Greek words would not indicate that that Greek word 
was absent at any one of the three levels indicated above, but that it 
is due to the translator's decision not to translate it. In these cases the 
Greek word not translated will be indicated by the notation "non vert(it) 
Ar? However, in the case of particles, it would be otiose to record the 
relatively frequent absence of their translation with this notation every 
time it occurs; in this regard the editor will have to exercise his judg- 


8 Examples: 4b15 (example of auditory mistake), 7b19, and see the corresponding 
notes in the translation of the Arabic. 
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ment and record only those instances in which the particle in question 
contributes decisively to the signification of the sentence. Apart from 
this, all the other similar words not translated for this reason will be 
noted by “non vert. Ar” (“not translated in the Arabic”); see the list of 
Abbreviations.’ 


(b) The translator may have decided not to translate a word, sentence, 
or passage in the Greek text because mainly he did not understand it 
or somehow felt that the text, as he found it in his exemplar, did not 
contribute anything to the subject of the treatise being translated. This 
kind of deliberate omission during the work of translation is explained 
by no less an authority than Ishaq’s father, Hunayn himself, when he 
mentioned that while translating Galen, he would omit some poetic 
passages (Aristophanes) because he neither understood them nor found 
them germane to Galen's treatise." In Theophrastus’s On First Principles, 
examples of such passages which were not translated are the sentences 
with biological content at 10b8-9 and 10b13-16, apparently because 
Ishaq did not properly understand them. In these cases, the notation 
“non vert. Ar" in the Greek apparatus is used to indicate that there 
was no omission or lacuna in the Greek exemplar (or, a fortiori, in the 
Arabic manuscript tradition), something that the notation “om. Ar.’ is 
intended to convey. This is the difference between “om. Ar? and “non 
vert. Ar.” 


? Examples: 10414 κἂν; 10b4 αὐτῇ. With regard to the latter, it is to be noted that the 
translator is selective in his translation of emphatic αὐτός: in some cases he translates 
it properly with nafs (e.g., 7b22, 9b14), but in others he does not. With regard to this 
intensive pronoun, an interesting case illustrating how the way in which a sentence was 
translated into Arabic may adequately cover the nuance of such words in Greek is the 
Homeric citation in 5b17, where emphatic αὐτῇ occurs twice. Ishaq translates, jabarahum 
hawla l-ardi maʻa l-bahri kullihi, where the word kullihi at the end clearly intends to cover 
the signification of the second αὐτῇ. In this context, if Ishaq had attempted to translate 
also the first αὐτῇ and said something like either hawla l-ardi kulliha or hawla l-ardi 
nafsihä, the Arabic style of the resulting sentence would have been rather unsatisfactory. 
Thus it seems that Ishaq decided not to translate the first αὐτῇ and was content to 
allow the word kullihi at the end somehow to convey the force of both intensive Greek 
pronouns. Yet another example of Ishaqs decision not to translate something because he 
thought it redundant is provided by the passage at 10b1 where ἢ τίνος is not translated. 
The notation “non vert. Ar” in the apparatus draws attention to this fact, for it can hardly 
be thought that he did not actually have ἢ τίνος in his exemplar (W); whereas a notation 
"om. Ar? could have implied that it would be permissible to suppose that W actually had 
omitted these words. 

10 See the discussion in Gutas 1998, 140. 
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Finally, a word of caution. The apparatus of the Greek text should not 
be cluttered with information that belongs strictly to the apparatus of the 
Arabic text. A discrimination has to be made between variant readings 
that are due solely to the tranmission within the Arabic tradition and 
those that are due to the transmission within the Greek tradition as 
represented by the Greek manuscript used by the translator." 


4. Accessories 


(1) The English translation of the Arabic translation is of benefit to 
the Greek scholar. It conveys in detail what the translator read in his 
exemplar, how he punctuated each sentence, and how he understood the 
sweep ofthe argument. It is also of benefit to the Arabic scholar interested 
in the history of the translated texts and their doctrines, and in their 
diffusion and acceptance in Arabic philosophy. 


(2) A philological commentary always accompanies the English transla- 
tion (in this case as running notes to the text). Its purpose is to analyze 
every discrepancy between the Greek text and the Arabic translation and 
explain in detail the precise way in which each Greek word and sentence 
in the exemplar of the translation (W) was either (mis)read and (mis)un- 
derstood by the translator or represents the correct text that has been cor- 
rupted in the extant Greek manuscripts. This in turn will give the reader 
to understand the editorial decisions that went into the making of the 
Arabic and the Greek apparatus. 


!! For example, in the apparatus at 8a10, Laks & Most register two omissions by 
“Ishaq”. This entry, however, does not belong here but in the Arabic apparatus. The text 
of the original translation as written by Ishàq was not the one transmitted in the existing 
Arabic manuscript T because the latter makes no sense and it has to be assumed that 
Ishàq wrote intelligible Arabic. The text of this sentence was therefore corrupted within 
the Arabic tradition—and not because of any mistake in Ishaq's exemplar—and has to be 
corrected in order for it to make sense grammatically (see my correction of the Arabic 
text). But this mistake then and its correction have no bearing on Ῥ, the Greek exemplar 
of the translation, since it contained the correct Greek text. Accordingly the references 
in the apparatus of Laks & Most to the omission of these words are inappropriate 
because they say nothing about the transmission of the work in Greek (which is the 
purpose of the Greek apparatus); they should be transferred to the Arabic apparatus. For 
another example see 409 and 10 (ὀλίγοις-- περιττοῖς) and the corresponding note in the 
translation of the Arabic text. 
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(3) The need for and benefits of the Greek-Arabic and Arabic-Greek 
glossaries are obvious as indices of words used. They also contribute to 
Greek and Arabic lexicography in general and most particularly to the 
continuing efforts to compile lexica of the translated literature. 


12 For the benefits of the Graeco-Arabic translated literature for Arabic lexicography 
see WKAS IL2, pp. IX-XI. For Graeco-Arabic lexicography see, in general, GALex, and 
especially the recent glossaries compiled by M. Ullmann, WGAU and WGAUS. 


PART II 


THE TEXTS AND TRANSLATIONS 


1. THE GREEK TEXT WITH ENGLISH TRANSLATION 


SIGLA 


Semper citantur 


J 

yu 
P 
V 


wr 

[V] 

Ar. 
^ 


[A] 
Lat. 


Vindobonensis phil. gr. 100; ca. 850 AD 

manus recentior (saec. XIV) librarii qui f. 137" supplevit! 
Parisinus gr. 1853; saec. X 

archetypus graecus translationis Isaaci arabicae deperditus; 
saec. IX 

lectio cod. W a nobis correcta? 

quid interpres legerit ignoramus? 

lectio in transl. Arab. incertae originis, aut e cod. W sumpta aut 
interpretis coniectura vel errore orta* 

archetypus graecus translationis Bartholomaei latinae 
deperditus; saec. XIII (?) (= recensio Messanensis) 

quid interpres legerit ignoramus 

lectio in transl. Lat. incertae originis, aut e cod. A sumpta aut 
interpretis coniectura vel errore orta 

codicum JP V A consensus (4a1-11a1), JIP W A consensus 
(11a1-12a2) 


Raro citantur 


>F‏ م 


Marcianus gr. 211; saec. XIII exeuntis vel XIV ineuntis 
Laurentianus 28,45; AD 1445 

Vaticanus gr. 1302; saec. XIII exeuntis vel XIV ineuntis 
codicum JP CLA consensus (4a1-11a1), J'P CLA consensus 
(11a1-12a2) (= recensio Constantinopolitana) 


Occasione oblata citantur 


ο πο 2 


Bernensis 402; saec. XV4/4 

Ambrosianus P 80 sup. (gr. 630); saec. XV 
Leidensis Vossianus gr. Q. 25; ca. 1487 AD 
Neapolitanus III D 1; 20/1/1497 AD 
Vaticanus Ottobonianus gr. 153; saec. XV?/4 


1 See Burnikel 116n11. 

2 See the Excursus $II. 

? See the Excursus $1.3. 

4 See the Excursus § ؟‎ 
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R 
S 
V 
va 
Z 


Ald. 
Steph. 


Tiph. 


Cam. 
Jaeger! 
Jaeger? 
Us.! 
Us.? 
Wim.! 
Wim.? 
Zeller 


() 


ra 


[] 


SIGLA 


Palatinus Vaticanus gr 162; 1442-1457 AD 

Londinensis BL Add. 5113; 1480-1487 AD 

Vaticanus gr. 1305; saec. XV?/? 

Vaticanus Urbinas gr. 108; saec. XV!’? 

Parisinus gr 2277; Ca. 1479 AD 

editio princeps: Venetiis apud Aldum Manutium, 1/vi/1497 AD 
translatio Latina a Henrico Stephano confecta, ed. Parisiis 
1515AD 

translatio Latina a Georgio Tiphernate confecta, Vat. Urbinas lat. 
208; saec. XV 


Camotius 1551 
Jaeger 1923/1948? 
Jaeger 1932 
Usener 1861 
Usener 1890 
Wimmer 1862 
Wimmer 1866 
Zeller 1879 


nostra vel aliorum coniectura suppleta 
lectio in W et A quae in codd. deest graecis 
nostra vel aliorum coniectura seclusa 


TOSS lacuna coniectura nostra indicata 
x! librarius X se ipsum corrigens 

x? secunda manus 

Contractiones? 

add. addidit 

adn. adnotatio (= Part III, Commentary) 
alt. alterum 

app. crit. alt. apparatus criticus alter (= Part I, Chapter 2.7b) 
codd. codices 

coni. coniecit 

corr. correxit 

del. delevit 

dist. distinxit 

dubit. dubitanter 

edd. editores, editiones 

fort. fortasse 

inc. incipit 

ind. indicavit 

iter. iteravit 


5 For the abbreviations of the names of scholars and the references to their publica- 
tions see the list of Abbreviations and the Bibliography. 


SIGLA 


|. linea 

lac. lacuna 

litt. litterae 

om. omisit 

pr. prius 

prop. proposuit 

ras. (in) rasura 

recc. recentiores 

sc. scilicet 

secl. seclusit 

s.l. supra lineam 

susp. suspicatus est/sum 
transp. transposuit 

ut intell. ut intellegit® 
utinterpr. ut interpretatus est 
ut vid. ut videtur 

v. vide 

vert. vertit? 


6 See the Excursus $1II.2.2. 
7 See the Excursus $1IIL2.1. 
8 See the Excursus 51.2.3. 
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421 ΘΕΟΦΡΑΣΤΟΥ 'ΠΕΡΙ ΑΡΧΩΝ; 
1a [τῶν μετὰ τὰ Φυσικά] 


Usener 
2 (1) Πῶς ἀφορίσαι δεῖ καὶ ποίοις τὴν ὑπὲρ τῶν I [1] 
πρώτων ϑεωρίαν; Ἡ γὰρ δὴ τῆς φύσεως πολυ- 
χουστέρα καί, ὥς γε δή τινές φασιν, ἀτακτοτέρα, 
5 μεταβολὰς ἔχουσα παντοίας: ἡ δὲ τῶν πρώτων 
ὡρισμένη καὶ ἀεὶ κατὰ ταὐτά, διὸ δὴ καὶ ἐν von- 
τοῖς οὐκ αἰσθητοῖς αὐτὴν τιθέασιν, ὡς ἀκινήτοις 
καὶ ἀμεταβλήτοις, καὶ τὸ ὅλον δὲ σεμνοτέραν καὶ 
و‎ μείζω νομίζουσιν αὐτήν. 


9 (2) Ἀρχὴ δέ, πότερα συν- [2] 

ιο αφή τις καὶ οἷον κοινωνία πρὸς ἄλληλα τοῖς τε 
νοητοῖς καὶ τοῖς τῆς φύσεως ἢ οὐδεμία, ἀλλ᾽ ὥσ- 
περ ἑκάτερα κεχωρισµένα, συνεργοῦντα δέ πως εἰς 


4a2-3 τὴν ὑπὲρ τῶν πρώτων ϑεωρίαν] Arist. Met. A 1, 981b28-29 τὴν ὀνομαζομένην 
σοφίαν περὶ τὰ πρῶτα αἴτια καὶ τὰς ἀρχὰς. A 2, 982b8-9 ἐπὶ τὴν αὐτὴν ἐπιστήμην 
πίπτει τὸ ζητούμενον ὄνομα: δεῖ γὰρ αὐτὴν τῶν πρώτων ἀρχῶν καὶ αἰτιῶν εἶναι 
ϑεωρητικήν. Xenocrates fr. 6 Heinze τὴν σοφίαν ἐπιστήμην τῶν πρώτων αἰτιῶν καὶ 
τῆς νοητῆς οὐσίας. 444 ἀτακτοτέρα] Arist. Mete. 338b20-21 λοιπὸν δ᾽ ἐστὶ μέρος 
τῆς μεθόδου ταύτης ἔτι ϑεωρητέον ... ταῦτα δ᾽ ἐστὶν ὅσα συμβαίνει κατὰ φύσιν μέν, 
ἀτακτοτέραν μέντοι τῆς τοῦ πρώτου στοιχείου τῶν σωμάτων. 446-7 EV νοητοῖς οὐχ 
αἰσθητοῖς αὐτὴν (sc. τὴν τῶν πρώτων ϑεωρίαν) τιϑέασιν] Theophr. fr. 319 FHS&G ἡ 
ἐπιστήμη ἡ ϑεωρητικὴ ταὐτὸ τοῖς πράγμασιν ... τῷ νῷ τὰ μὲν νοητὰ ἀεὶ ὑπάρχει, τὰ 
δὲ ἔνυλα ὅταν νοηϑῇ καὶ αὐτὰ τῷ νῷ ὑπάρξει. Arist. DA 402a3-4, 430a4-5 τὴν τῆς 
ψυχῆς ἱστορίαν εὐλόγως ἂν ἐν πρώτοις τιϑείημεν. ... ἡ γὰρ ἐπιστήμη ἡ ϑεωρητικὴ καὶ 
τὸ οὕτως ἐπιστητὸν τὸ αὐτό ἐστιν. 447-8 αἰσϑητοῖς ... ἀκινήτοις καὶ ἀμεταβλήτοις] 
Arist. Met. A 1, 1069a30-31, 33; 1069b3 οὐσίαι δὲ τρεῖς, μία μὲν αἰσθητή, ἧς ἡ μὲν 
ἀΐδιος ἢ δὲ φϑαρτή, ... ἄλλη δὲ ἀκίνητος, ... ἡ δ᾽ αἰσθητὴ οὐσία μεταβλητή. 4a8- 
9 σεμνοτέραν καὶ μείζω] Arist. Met. A 2, 983a4-5 οὔτε τῆς τοιαύτης [sc. ἐπιστήμης] 
ἄλλην χρὴ νομίζειν τιμιωτέραν: ἡ γὰρ ϑειοτάτη καὶ τιμιωτάτη. 


441 Θεοφράστου a Ψ : Ἀριστοτέλους A | Περὶ ἀρχῶν A (de principiis), Περὶ ἀρχῶν 
vel Περὶ ἀρχῆς prop. Rose, Laks & Most: deesta W τα τῶν μετὰ τὰ φυσικά [τῶν om. 
CL, τὰ om. P] a, Ar. in coloph. (magälat Tawufrastus fi mà ba‘da t-tabi‘a) : deest A, secl. 
Laks & Most (v. part. I, cap. 1.2) 2-12 πῶς--ἀλλ᾽ ὥσπερ lac. in codd. Ar. 6 ταὐτά 
A (eadem) : tavta P, ταῦτα ] 9 πότερα P A, ποτερα J : πότερόν ἐστιν J" | πότερα δ᾽ 
ἀρχὴ ut interpr. Lat. 12 ab éxdtega inc. codd. Ar. | δέ næs J W A : δεπῶς P 


THEOPHRASTUS 
"ON FIRST PRINCIPLES" 


[transmitted as] 


[(The book) by Theophrastus of Those (that Come) after 
(Aristotle’s) Physics]! 


(1) How and with what sort of [things] should one mark the boundaries 
of the study of the first [things]? For surely the [study] of nature is more 
multifarious and, at least as some actually say, more lacking in order,” 
involving as it does all sorts of changes; but the [study] of the first [things] 
is bounded and always the same, for which reason, indeed, they? even 
place it among? the intelligibles but not the sensibles, on the ground that 
the [intelligibles] are unmovable and unchangeable, and on the whole 
consider it more venerable and more important. 


(2) The starting point is, whether [there is] some connection and some- 
thing like a mutual association between intelligibles and the [things] of 
nature or [there is] none, but the two are, as it were, separated, though 


1 The original title, On First Principles, is preserved only by the Latin translation, 
which, however, ascribes the work to Aristotle. The Essay was transmitted together with 
the books that make up what was later called Aristotles Metaphysics under this title, which 
was assigned to it by scribes and which was descriptive of the place it occupied in the 
edition of Aristotles works. See Chapter 1.2. 

? Theophrastus echoes here an understanding of the issue that was common both to 
Aristotelian conceptions, as reflected in the opening paragraph of Aristotles Meteorology, 
and to members of the Academy. See the commentary. 

? Apparently the same people as the "some" in the preceding sentence, though it is 
not certain; see the commentary. 

^ Le., as operative among them; see the commentary. 
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τὴν πᾶσαν οὐσίαν. Εὐλογώτερον δ᾽’ οὖν εἶναί, τινα 
συναφὴν καὶ μὴ ἐπεισοδιῶδες τὸ πᾶν, ἀλλ᾽ οἷον 
4415 τὰ μὲν πρότερα τὰ δ᾽ ὕστερα, καὶ ἀρχὰς τὰ δ᾽ 
ὑπὸ τὰς ἀρχάς, ὥσπερ καὶ τὰ ἀΐδια τῶν φϑαρ- 

17 τῶν. 


17 (3) Ei δ᾽ οὖν οὕτω, τίς ἡ φύσις αὐτῶν xoi ἐν 
ποίοις; Εἰ μὲν γὰρ ἐν τοῖς μαϑηματικοῖς μόνον [3] 
τὰ νοητά, καϑάπερ τινές φασιν, οὔτ᾽ ἄγαν eŭ- 

20 σημος N συναφὴ τοῖς αἰσθητοῖς ov ὅλως ἀξιό- 
χρεα φαίνεται τοῦ παντός. Οἷον γὰρ μεμηχανημένα 
δοχεῖ δι ἡμῶν εἶναι σχήματά τε xoi μορφὰς xoi 
λόγους περιτιϑέντων, αὐτὰ δὲ δι αὑτῶν οὐδεμίαν 

402 ἔχει φύσιν: εἰ δὲ μή, οὐχ οἷά τε συνάπτειν 
τοῖς τῆς φύσεως ὥστ᾽ ἐμποιῆσαι καϑάπερ ζωὴν 
καὶ χίνησιν αὐτοῖς, οὐδὲ γὰρ αὐτὸς ὁ ἀριϑμός, 

5 ὄνπερ δὴ πρῶτον καὶ κυριώτατόν τινες τιϑέασιν. 


4414 μὴ ἐπεισοδιῶδες τὸ πᾶν] Arist. Met. A ιο, 1076a1 οἱ δὲ λέγοντες TOV ἀριθμὸν 
πρῶτον τὸν μαθηματικὸν ... ἐπεισοδιώδη τὴν τοῦ παντὸς οὐσίαν ποιοῦσιν. N 3, 
1090b19-20 οὐκ ἔοικε δ᾽ ἡ φύσις ἐπεισοδιώδης οὖσα ἐκ τῶν φαινομένων, ὥσπερ 
μοχϑηρὰ τραγῳδία. Poet. 9, 1451b34-35 λέγω δ᾽ ἐπεισοδιώδη μῦϑον ἐν ᾧ τὰ ἐπεισόδια 
μετ᾽ ἄλληλα οὔτ᾽ εἰκὸς οὔτ᾽ ἀνάγχη εἶναι. 4416 πρότερα ... ὥσπερ καὶ τὰ ἀΐδια τῶν 
φθαρτῶν] Arist. Met. © 8, 1050b6-7 τὰ μὲν γὰρ ἀΐδια πρότερα τῇ οὐσίᾳ τῶν φϑαρτῶν. 
4418-21 εἰ μὲν γὰρ ... τοῦ παντός] Arist. Met. N 3, 1090b14-21 περὶ μὲν τοῦ ἀριϑμοῦ 
παντὸς xai τῶν μαϑηματικῶν τὸ μηϑὲν συμβάλλεσϑαι ἀλλήλοις τὰ πρότερα τοῖς 
ὕστερον, ... τοῖς δὲ τὰς ἰδέας τιθεμένοις τοῦτο μὲν ἐκφεύγει ... 4421-4032 
μεμηχανημένα ... οὐδεμίαν ἔχει φύσιν] Speusippus fr. 28,10-13 Taran φυσικωτάτην 
αὐτὴν [sc. τὴν δεκάδα Σπεύσιππος] ἀποφαίνων καὶ τελεστικωτάτην τῶν ὄντων, οἷον 
εἶδός τι τοῖς κοσμικοῖς ἀποτελέσμασι τεχνικόν, ἐφ᾽ ἑαυτῆς ἀλλ᾽ οὐχ ἡμῶν νομισάντων 
ἢ ὡς ἔτυχε ϑεμένων ὑπάρχουσαν. 4δ2-4 εἰ δὲ μή ... ἀριϑμός] Arist. Met. A ιο, 
1075b27-28 εἰ δ᾽ ἔσται τὰ εἴδη ἢ (ot) ἀριθμοί, οὐδενὸς αἴτια: εἰ δὲ μή, οὔτι κινήσεώς 
γε. 405 πρῶτον] v. ad 4 


13 πᾶσαν om. Ar. | τινα non vert. Ar. 14 post ἐπεισοδιῶδες add. εἶναι J” 15 καὶ PJ 
A: καὶ τὰ μὲν JI, ut interpr. Ar., dubit. Us." 16 τῶν φϑαρτῶν PJ" W CL, τοῖς φϑαρτοῖς 
A (sed v. cap. 2.3, notam 8) A: τῶν ἀφθάρτων J] το ἄγαν om. Ar. 20 ἀξιόχρεα P, 
ἀξιοχρέα J [WU] [A] 21 τοῦ παντός J YW, A ut vid. : παντός P : πάντως prop. Jaeger? 
23 περιτιϑέντων P V A: περιτεϑέντων J | αὑτῶν Y A, αυτῶν Ρ: αὐτῶν ] 402 ἔχειω 
:ἔχευν Β2, coni. Wim." | οὐχ οἷά τε Ψ, prop. Hoffmann apud Us.! : οὐχ οἷόν τε A? : οὐχ 
ὥστε a A : οὐχ οὕτως γε coni. Us? : οὐδ᾽ ὥς prop. Us.! 
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somehow both contributing to [bring about] all of existence. At any rate, 
it is more reasonable that there is some connection and that the universe 
is not episodic, but rather that the former are, as it were, prior and the 
latter posterior—and first principles, too, and the latter subordinate to 
the first principles—just as eternal [things] too are to the perishable.’ 


(3) If so, then, what is their? nature and among what sort of [things are 
they]? For if, on the one hand, [it is] among the mathematicals only that 
the intelligibles are, as some say,” neither is [their] connection with the 
sensibles very conspicuous nor do they appear to be at all serviceable with 
regard to the universe. For they seem, as it were, to have been devised by 
us as figures, shapes, and proportions that we ascribe [to things], while 
they in themselves have no nature at all; or, if not,! they are not able 
to have a connection with the [things] of nature that would produce in 
them something like life and motion—no, not even number itself,'! the 
very one which some people" rank as first and most dominant. 


5 Existence (ousia) here is used in the sense of all that exists. See the commentary on 
the various uses of the word in this Essay. 

6 Le., it does not consist of a series of disconnected and unrelated episodes, “like a 
wretched tragedy; as Aristotle says, using the literary term (Poet. 1451b33-34) in a meta- 
physical context (Met. 1090b19, 107621) to criticize Speusippus to whom Theophrastus 
too is alluding; see the commentary on Diaporia 2. 

7 Le., “are [prior] to the perishable,’ as also in the Arabic translation. 

ὃ Le, the intelligibles. The plural pronoun could refer either to the first things or to 
the intelligibles. But the preceding paragraph, on the basis of which (“if so") Theophrastus 
now asks the main question, has in essence made “the intelligibles" coextensive with “the 
first things” (cf. van Raalte 100n6), and the following sentence speaks of “the intelligibles” 
as the subject under discussion, so there can be little doubt about the referent of the 
pronoun. 

? "Theophrastus is referring to both Speusippus and Xenocrates here, though views 
differ. See Henrich 81-83 for a discussion of the alternatives. 

10 Le., if they have not been devised by us. 
11 I.e., is able to do this. 
12 The Pythagoreans and their followers in the Academy, Speusippus and Xenocrates. 


4a15 


20 


4b2 
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(4) Ei δ᾽ ἑτέρα τις οὐσία προτέρα καὶ κρείττων ἐστίν, [4] 
ταύτην πειρατέον λέγειν πότερον μία τις κατ 
ἀριϑμὸν ἢ κατ εἶδος ἢ κατὰ γένος. Εὐλογώτερον 
δ᾽ οὖν ἀρχῆς φύσιν ἐχούσας ἐν ὀλίγοις 
4bio εἶναι καὶ περιττοῖς, εἰ μὴ ἄρα καὶ πρώτοις καὶ ἐν 
11 τῷ πρώτῳ. 


11 (5) Τίς δ᾽ οὖν αὕτη καὶ τίνες, εἰ πλείους, 
πειρατέον ἐμφαίνειν ἁμῶς γέ πως εἴτε κατ ἀνα- 
λογίαν εἴτε κατ ἄλλην ὁμοίωσιν. Ἀνάγκη © ἴσως 
δυνάμει τινὶ xoi ὑπεροχῇ τῶν ἄλλων λαμβάνειν, 

15 ὥσπερ ἂν εἰ τὸν ϑεόν: Bela γὰρ Å πάντων ἀρχή, 
δι ἧς ἅπαντα καὶ ἔστιν καὶ διαμένει. Τάχα μὲν 
οὖν ῥάδιον τὸ οὕτως ἀποδοῦναι, χαλεπὸν δὲ σα- 

18 φεστέρως ἢ πιστικωτέρως. 


18 (5.1) Τοιαύτης © οὔσης [5] 
τῆς ἀρχῆς, ἐπείπερ συνάπτει τοῖς αἰσϑητοῖς, N 

20 δὲ φύσις ὡς ἁπλῶς εἰπεῖν ἐν κινήσει καὶ τοῦτ᾽ 
αὐτῆς τὸ ἴδιον, δῆλον ὡς αἰτίαν ϑετέον ταύτην 
τῆς κινήσεως. Ἐπεὶ © ἀκίνητος xa? αὑτήν, qa- 
νερὸν ὡς οὐκ ἂν εἴη τῷ κινεῖσθαι τοῖς τῆς φύ- 


406 εἰ... ἐστίν] Arist. Met. A 6, 987b14-18 Πλάτων ... παρὰ τὰ αἰσθητὰ καὶ τὰ εἴδη, 
τὰ μαϑηματικὰ τῶν πραγμάτων εἶναί φησι μεταξύ, διαφέροντα τῶν ... εἰδῶν τῷ τὰ 
μὲν TOAN ἅττα ὅμοια εἶναι τὸ δὲ εἶδος αὐτὸ Ev ἕκαστον μόνον. 4b7-8 πότερον ... 
γένος] Arist. Met. Z 1, 1028b4-6 τίς ἡ οὐσία: τοῦτο γὰρ οἱ μὲν ëv εἶναί φασιν οἱ δὲ πλείω 
ἢ ἕν, καὶ οἱ μὲν πεπερασμένα οἱ δὲ ἄπειρα. A 6, 1016b31-32 τὰ μὲν κατ’ ἀριθμόν ἐστιν 
ἕν, τὰ δὲ κατ’ εἶδος, τὰ δὲ κατὰ γένος, τὰ δὲ κατ᾽ ἀναλογίαν. 4b8-11 εὐλογώτερον 
... πρώτῳ] Arist. PA 665b14-15 ὅπου γὰρ ἐνδέχεται, μίαν (sc. ἀρχὴν εἶναι) βέλτιον ἢ 
πολλάς. 4b11 τίς... πλείους] Arist. Met. A 8, 1073a14-15 πότερον δὲ μίαν ϑετέον τὴν 
τοιαύτην οὐσίαν ἢ πλείους, καὶ πόσας, δεῖ μὴ λανϑάνειν. 4bı5 eia γὰρ ἡ πάντων 
ἀρχή] Arist. Met. A 2, 983a8-9 ὅτε γὰρ ϑεὸς δοκεῖ τῶν αἰτίων πᾶσιν εἶναι καὶ ἀρχή τις. 
K 7, 1064a34-b1 εἴπερ ὑπάρχει τις οὐσία τοιαύτη, λέγω δὲ χωριστὴ καὶ ἀχίνητος ... 
ἐνταῦθ’ ἂν εἴη που καὶ τὸ ϑεῖον, καὶ αὕτη ἂν εἴη (N) πρώτη καὶ κυριωτάτη ἀρχή. 6 
δι ἧς ... διαμένει] Arist. DC 279a18-30 τἀκεῖ [sc. οὐράνια σώματα] ... ἀναλλοίωτα 
καὶ ἀπαϑῆ ... διατελεῖ τὸν ἅπαντα αἰῶνα ... ὅϑεν ... ἐξήρτηται... τὸ εἶναί τε καὶ 


ζῆν. 


9 (οὐσίαν) ἀρχῆς add. Us. | ὀλίγοις ره‎ v. adn. 10 περιττοῖς o, v. adn. : πρώτοις prop. 
Zeller | καὶ alt. om. Lat. : καὶ ἐν O | πρώτοις καὶ a A : πρώτοις, καὶ dist. Allan (privatim), 
Laks & Most : πρώτας (sc. οὐσίας) ut vid. V (prop. Treiger) : del. Zeller | êv om. Lat. 11 
εἰ] B*A:eiP 15 fort. ὅσπερ V | εἰ PJ : ei(n) vel Ñ ut intell. Ar. : om. Lat. 17 οὖν PJ 
A : οὐ ut intell. Ar. (cf. χαλεπόν) 18 miotinmtéeac o, v. adn. : πειστικωτέρωςὮ 23 
τῷ PJ A: tot ut intell. Ar. 
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(4) But if, on the other hand,!? some other substance is prior and more 
powerful, one ought to try to say whether it is one such in number, or 

in species, or in genus. At any rate, it is more reasonable that, having 

the nature of a first principle, they'* are among few and extraordinary 4bıo 
[things]—if not, indeed, even among the first [things] as well as in! the 
first. 


(5) What, at any rate, this’ is, or what they are, if they are more, one ought 
to try to reveal somehow or other, whether by analogy or by some other 
[procedure through] similarity. Perhaps it is necessary to apprehend [it or 
them] by means of some power and superiority over others, as if [we were 15 
apprehending] god, for divine is the first principle of all, through which 
all [things] both are and abide. And yes, maybe it is easy to provide an 
explanation in this manner—but more explicitly or more convincingly, 


difficult. 


(5.1) Such being the first principle," then, since it is connected with 
sensibles, and nature's is, to put it simply, in motion (which is the 2ο 
property unique to it), it is evident that it should be posited as the cause 
of movement. But since it is in itself motionless, it is obvious that it could 


13 This responds to the first “if” introducing the second sentence in $3. 

14 Le., substances like the one that was just assumed—a substance prior and more 
powerful than the mathematicals. See the commentary. 

15 Le, in the set of things that contains only one item, the first thing. See the commen- 
tary here and on 4a17-18. 

16 The feminine pronoun refers ultimately to the first principle, as is evident from the 
answer to this question given at the beginning of the next paragraph, “Such being the first 
principle” 

17 Le., divine. See the commentary. 

18 Nature, that is, in the sense of “the things of nature,” as in what follows. See the 
commentary. 

19 “Unique property,’ which I borrow from Robin Smith 1997, 62, catches best the 
meaning of the term ídion. 
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σαι σεως αἰτία, ἀλλὰ λοιπὸν ἄλλῃ τινὶ δυνάμει κρείτ- 
τονι καὶ προτέρᾳ: τοιαύτη δ᾽ ἡ τοῦ ὀρεκτοῦ φύ- 
σις, ἀφ᾽ ἧς ἡ κυχλκὴ ἡ συνεχὴς καὶ 
ἄπαυστος. Ὥστε xal" κατ’ ἐκεῖνο λύοιτο ἂν τὸ μὴ εἶναι 

5 κινήσεως ἀρχὴν ἢ εἰ χινούμενον κινήσει. 


5 (6) Μέχοι [6] 
μὲν δὴ τούτων οἷον ἄρτιος 6 λόγος, ἀρχήν τε 
ποιῶν μίαν πάντων καὶ τὴν ἐνέργειαν καὶ τὴν 
οὐσίαν ἀποδιδούς, ἔτι δὲ μὴ διαιρετὸν μηδὲ ποσόν 
τι λέγων ἀλλ᾽ ἁπλῶς ἐξαίρων εἰς χρείττω τινὰ 

ιο μερίδα καὶ ϑειοτέραν (οὕτω γὰρ μᾶλλον ἀποδο- 
τέον ἢ τὸ διαιρετὸν καὶ μεριστὸν ἀφαιρετέον: 
ἅμα γὰρ ἐν ὑψηλοτέρῳ τε καὶ ἀληϑινωτέρῳ λόγῳ 
τοῖς λέγουσιν ἡ ἀπόφασις), τὸ δὲ μετὰ ταῦτ᾽ I [7] 
ἤδη λόγου δεῖται πλείονος περὶ τῆς ἐφέσεως, 

15 ποία καὶ τίνων, ἐπειδὴ πλείω τὰ χυχλικὰ καὶ αἱ 
φοραὶ τρόπον τινὰ ὑπεναντίαν καὶ τὸ ἀνήνυτον 
καὶ οὗ χάριν ἀφανές. Εἴτε γὰρ Ev τὸ κινοῦν, ἄτοπον 
τὸ μὴ πάντα τὴν αὐτήν: εἴτε καθ’ ἕκαστον ἕτερον 
αἵ v ἀρχαὶ πλείους--ὥστε τὸ σύμφωνον αὐτῶν εἰς 


5a1-2 ἄλλῃ ... προτέρᾳ] Arist. Met. A 11, 1018b22-23 πρότερα xai ὕστερα λέγεται 

. τὰ δὲ κατὰ δύναμιν: τὸ γὰρ ὑπερέχον τῇ δυνάμει πρότερον καὶ TO δυνατώτερον. 
542 1| τοῦ ὀρεκτοῦ φύσις] Arist. Met. A 7, 1072a25-26 ἔστι τι ὃ οὐ κινούμενον κινεῖ, 
ἀΐδιον καὶ οὐσία καὶ ἐνέργεια οὖσα: κινεῖ δὲ ὧδε τὸ ὀρεκτὸν καὶ τὸ νοητόν. 543 
ἢ κυκλικὴ ἢ συνεχὴς] Arist. Met. A 6, 1071b10-11 κίνησις 6° 00% ἔστι συνεχὴς ἀλλ᾽ 
ἢ ἡ κατὰ τόπον, καὶ ταύτης ἡ κύκλῳ. A 7, 1072a21-22 καὶ ἔστι τι ἀεὶ κινούμενον 
χίνησιν ἄπαυστον, αὕτη δ᾽ ἡ κύχλῳ. 5a4 ἄπαυστος] Arist DC 279b1-3 καὶ ἄπαυστον 
δὴ κίνησιν χινεῖται (sc. τὸ ϑεῖον) εὐλόγως: πάντα γὰρ παύεται κινούμενα ὅταν EADY 
εἰς τὸν οἰκεῖον τόπον, τοῦ δὲ κύκλῳ σώματος ὃ αὐτὸς τόπος ὅϑεν ἤρξατο καὶ εἰς ὃν 
τελευτᾷ. 524-5 τὸ μὴ εἶναι ... κινήσει] Plato Phaedr. 245d6-7 οὕτω δὴ κινήσεως μὲν 
ἀρχὴ τὸ αὐτὸ αὑτὸ χινοῦν. Arist. DA 404a7-8 καὶ κινεῖν τὰ λοιπά, πινούμενα καὶ αὐτά 
(sc. τὰ ἄτομα, Δημόχριτος καὶ Λεύχιππος) 5a7- -8 τὴν ἐνέργειαν καὶ τὴν οὐσίαν] 
Theophr. fr. 152.3-5 FHS&G τὴν γὰρ ἑκάστου οὐσίαν καὶ τὸ οἰκεῖον εἶδος ἐνέργειαν 
εἶναι ἑκάστου, μὴ οὖσαν ταύτην κίνησιν. 5a8-11 μὴ διαιρετὸν .. - ἀφαιρετέον] Arist. 
Phys. © 10, 267b24-26 τὸ δέ γε πρῶτον κινοῦν ... ἀδιαίρετόν ἐστι καὶ ἀμερὲς καὶ οὐδὲν 
ἔχον μέγεϑος. Met. A 7, 1073a5-7 μέγεθος οὐδὲν ἔχειν ἐνδέχεται ταύτην τὴν οὐσίαν, 
ἀλλ᾽ ἀμερὴς καὶ ἀδιαίρετός ἐστιν. 


542 φύσις ut ex nota marginali λύσις correctum susp. Gercke apud Us? 3 post κυκλικὴ 
add. κίνησις Ar., Us.” 4 ἄπαυστος]: άπαυτος P [¥] [A] | καὶ (aydan) κατ’ ἐκεῖνο للا‎ 
: xaT ἐκεῖνο a A : κἀκεῖνο coni. Cam., καὶ ἐκεῖνο coni. Us.” 5 εἰ del. J" 12 ἅμα non 
vert. Ar. 15 noia W A: noia J : ποῖα PJ" 16 post ἀνήνυτον dist. van Raalte 
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not be a cause to the [things] of nature by being in motion but, as the 
remaining [alternative], by some other, superior and prior, power; and 
such is the nature of the desirable, from which [there springs] the circular, 
continuous and unceasing [motion]. And so on this [basis] "also" [the 
difficulty] could be resolved that there can be no beginning of motion 
unless something in motion initiate it. 


(6) Now up to these [arguments], the account has all its parts in place, so 
to speak: it both posits a single first principle for all [things] and provides 
[its] actualized state?! and essence,” and it further says that it is neither 
something divisible nor quantifiable, but exalts it in an absolute sense 
to some better and more divine rank (for it is better that one should 
provide such an account rather than that one should remove [from it] 
divisibility and partitionability, because those who make the negative 
statement [above make it] in an argument that is at the same time 
loftier and closer to truth);? but what [comes] immediately after these 
[arguments] needs further discussion about the impulsion?'—of what 
kind and towards which [things] it is—because the rotating [bodies] are 
more than one and the[ir] motions are somehow opposed, while [their] 
interminableness and “[that] for the sake of which"? are not apparent. 
For if the mover is one, it makes no sense that all not with the same 
[motion]; and if it is different for each and the first principles are more 
than one, [the consequence is such] that the concord of [the rotating 


20 Ie., establishing the desirable as a first principle accomplishes two objectives: it (a) 
accounts for movement in nature (b) and ensures that it is initiated by an unmoved mover; 
it "also" resolves, that is, the difficulty generated by the Platonic (and Pythagorean and 
atomist) position that only something in motion itself can initiate motion in others. 

?! Enérgeia, in this special sense used by Aristotle and Theophrastus. See the commen- 
tary. 

22 Essence here and elsewhere translates one of the meanings of ousia; see the com- 
mentary at 4a13. 

3 Le., slightly to paraphrase the explanation by Ross 43, it is better to say that the first 
principle belongs a priori (because it is divine?) to a class of things which could not be 
divisible into parts than it is to put it into a class, like that of material things, which would 
naturally be divisible, and then deny divisibility of it. 

24 Le., towards the unmoved mover. Theophrastus uses here a different word (éphesis) 
for desire than the one he uses elsewhere (órexis, at 5a20, etc.). See the commentary for 
the apparent nuance differences. 

25 Ie., the final cause of the motions. 

26 T.e., either “that all the rotating bodies do not move with the same motion,’ or 
“that the mover does not move all the rotating bodies with the same motion.” See the 
commentary. 
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5a20 ὄρεξιν ἰόντων τὴν ἀρίστην οὐϑαμῶς φανερόν. (7) To [8] 
δὲ κατὰ τὸ πλῆϑος τῶν σφαιρῶν τῆς αἰτίας μείζονα 
ζητεῖ λόγον: οὗ γὰρ "olneiog" ὅ γε τῶν ἀστρολόγων. 


(8) Ἄπορον δὲ καὶ πῶς 
ποτε φυσικὴν ὄρεξιν ἐχόντων οὐ τὴν ἠρεμίαν διώ- 
25 Xovow ἀλλὰ τὴν κίνησιν. Τί οὖν ἅμα τῇ μιμήσει 
φασὶν ἐχεῖνο ὁμοίως ὅσοι τε TO EV καὶ ὅσοι τοὺς ἀριϑ- 
μοὺς λέγουσιν; καὶ γὰρ αὐτοὶ τοὺς ἀριϑμούς 

28 φασιν τὸ ἕν. 


28 (8.1) Ei & f| ἔφεσις, ἄλλως τε καὶ τοῦ 
sbi ἀρίστου, μετὰ ψυχῆς, εἰ μή τις λέγοι καθ’ ὁμοιό- 
τητα xoi μεταφοράν, ἔμψυχ᾽ ἂν εἴη τὰ κινούμενα. 
ψυχῇ δ᾽ ἅμα δοχεῖ καὶ χίνησις ὑπάρχειν (ζωὴ γὰρ 
τοῖς ἔχουσιν, ἀφ᾽ ἧς καὶ αἱ ὀρέξεις πρὸς ἕκα- 

5 στον, ὥσπερ καὶ τοῖς ζῴοις, ἐπεὶ καὶ αἱ αἰσθήσεις 


5420-22 τὸ δὲ κατὰ τὸ πλῆϑος τῶν σφαιρῶν ... οὐ γὰρ "οἰκεῖος᾽ ὅ γε τῶν ἀστρολό- 
yov] Arist. Met. A 8, 1073b3-5, 1074a14-17 τὸ δὲ πλῆθος ἤδη τῶν φορῶν Ex τῆς ol- 
κειοτάτης φιλοσοφίᾳ τῶν μαθηματικῶν ἐπιστημῶν δεῖ σκοπεῖν, EX τῆς ἀστρολογίας. 
... τὸ μὲν οὖν πλῆθος τῶν σφαιρῶν ἔστω τοσοῦτον, ὥστε xal τὰς οὐσίας καὶ τὰς åo- 
χὰς τὰς ἀκινήτους ... τοσαύτας εὔλογον ὑπολαβεῖν: τὸ γὰρ ἀναγκαῖον ἀφείσϑω τοῖς 
ἰσχυροτέροις λέγειν. 5424-25 οὐ τὴν ἠρεμίαν ... κίνησιν] Arist. Phys. © ο, 265b1-8 
χινεῖταί τε καὶ ἠρεμεῖ πως ἡ σφαῖρα: τὸν αὐτὸν γὰρ κατέχει τόπον. ... διὰ δὲ τὸ τοῦτο 
μένειν GEL TE ἠρεμεῖ πως τὸ ὅλον καὶ κινεῖται συνεχῶς. 5a26-27 ὅσοιτοὺς ἀριϑμούς] 
Arist. Met. A 6, 987b11-13 οἱ μὲν γὰρ Πυϑαγόρειοι μιμήσει τὰ ὄντα φασὶν εἶναι τῶν 
ἀριϑμῶν, Πλάτων δὲ μεϑέξει, τοὔνομα μεταβαλών. 5427-28 τοὺς ἀριϑμούς φασιν 
τὸ ἕν] Xenocrates fr. 16 Heinze, 214 Isnardi Parente (= Favonius Eulogius, Disputatio de 
Somnio Scipionis V,6-7, 6.17-23 Scarpa) Estque numerus, ut Xenocrates censuit, animus 
ac deus; non enim aliud est quam quod ei subest. ... Quantam enim velis colligas quan- 
titatem, ducetur ab uno texetur ab uno desinetque in unum. Ac pereuntibus aliis, quae id 
recipere possunt, immutabile perseverat. Arist. Met. M 8, 1083a23-25 εἰσὶ δὲ οὗτοι ὅσοι 

. οἴονται ... τὰ ... μαθηματικὰ εἶναι καὶ τοὺς ἀριϑμοὺς πρώτους τῶν ὄντων, καὶ 
ἀρχὴν αὐτῶν εἶναι αὐτὸ τὸ ἕν. ... τὸ Ev μὲν εἶναί τι πρῶτον τῶν ἑνῶν, ὥσπερ ἐκεῖνοί. 
φασι. 5a28-5b1 ἡ ἔφεσις ... μετὰ ψυχῆς] Arist. DA 433a31-32 ἢ τοιαύτη δύναμις 
uvel τῆς ψυχῆς ἡ καλουμένη ὄρεξις 5b3-7 ζωὴ ... γίνονται] Arist. DA 413b1-2 τὸ 
μὲν οὖν ζῆν διὰ τὴν ἀρχὴν ταύτην (sc. τὴν ψυχὴν) ὑπάρχει τοῖς ζῶσι, τὸ δὲ ζῷον διὰ 
τὴν αἴσϑησιν πρώτως. 554 ἀφ᾽ ἧς] Arist. DA 408b14-16 τὸν ἄνϑρωπον τῇ ψυχῇ 
(sc. ἐλεεῖν ἢ μανϑάνειν ἢ διανοεῖσϑαι βέλτιον λέγειν)’ τοῦτο δὲ μὴ ὡς ἐν ἐκείνῃ τῆς 
κινήσεως οὔσης, ἀλλ᾽ OTE μὲν μέχρι ἐκείνης, ὁτὲ δ᾽ ἀπ᾽ ἐκείνης. 


22 οἰκεῖος W (anas) : om. a A | post ἀστρολόγων add. ἱκανός J" et alii alia, v. app. crit. 
alt. 26 ὁμοίωςοπι.Ρ 28 sið PJ": ci ê [ Ψ Λ 5b1 ἀρίστου PJ" V A: ἀορίστου 
J | ὅτι post λέγοι ut intell. Ar, add. Us. 2 µεταφοράν JF A? Tiph., Hampke apud Us.!? 
: διαφοράν a W* A | post μεταφορὰν non dist. Ar. | ἔμψυχ᾽ P: ἔμψυχα] 3 ψυχῇ V, 
corr. 75.12; pux J A, ψυχη P 
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bodies], as they proceed in fulfillment of the best desire," is by no means 
obvious. (7) As for the [matter] of the great number of spheres, it calls 
for a fuller account of the reason [for it]; for the one [given] by the 
astronomers, at any rate, is not "pertinent". 


(8) Also a matter of aporia?” is how on earth it is that they,” though 
possessed of a natural desire, pursue not rest but motion. Why, then, is it 
at the same time with imitation that this?! is maintained, alike by those 
who uphold the one and by those who uphold the numbers?**—for the 
latter, too, maintain that the numbers are the one.” 


(8.1) And if impulsion, especially towards the best, entails soul, then 
unless one speak by simile and metaphor, the [things] in motion will 
be ensouled. But movement also seems at the same time to pertain to 
soul?* (for [soul] is life to those who have it—and from it also [start] the 
desires for each [thing]—just as [it is] to animals, too, for even sense- 


27 Le., the concord of the motion of the spheres as they proceed in fulfillment of their 
desire for the best, the unmoved mover. See the commentary. 

28 Le, the account given by the astronomers Eudoxus and Calippus in Aristotle's 
Metaphysics Lambda 8 to which Theophrastus is directly referring. See the commentary. 

3 On the use of the word aporia see Chapter 1.2, note 14, and for its importance in 
this Essay, Chapter 1.3. 

30 Le., the rotating bodies. 

31 Le., the statement that they pursue not rest but motion. See the commentary. 

32 These are, variously or even jointly, the Pythagoreans and Plato, together with his 
followers Xenocrates and Speusippus. 

33 Le., the numbers are unmoved like the one because they are ultimately derived from 
it and reducible to it, as Xenocrates reportedly maintained. For the point of this rhetorical 
question and the passage in general see the commentary. 

34 Le. at the same time as desire or impulsion. See the commentary. 


5a20 
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καίπερ ἐν τῷ πάσχειν οὖσαι δι’ ἑτέρων, ὅμως "Oc" èy- 

ψύχους: γίνονται). Εἰ δ᾽ οὖν τῆς κυκλικῆς αἴτιον τὸ [ο] 

πρῶτον, OV τῆς ἀρίστης ἂν εἴη: κρεῖττον γὰρ ἡ 

τῆς ψυχῆς, καὶ πρώτη δὴ καὶ μάλιστα N τῆς δια- 
مداو‎ νοίας, ἀφ᾽ ἧς καὶ ἡ ὄρεξις. 


10 (9) Τάχα δὲ χαὶ τοῦτ᾽ ἄν 
τις ἐπιζητήσειεν, διὰ τί τὰ κυκλικὰ μόνον ἐφετικά, 
τῶν δὲ περὶ τὸ μέσον οὐϑὲν καίπερ κινητῶν öv- 
TOV: πότερον ὡς ἀδύνατα ἢ ὡς οὐ δικνουμένου 
τοῦ πρώτου; Ἀλλὰ τοῦτό γ᾽ ἄτοπον, εἰ δι ἀσϑέ- 

15 νειαν' ἰσχυρότερον γὰρ ἄν τις ἀξιώσειεν τοῦ Ὁμή- 
ρου Διός, ὃς φησιν, 

αὐτῇ xev γαίῃ ἐρύσαιμ᾽ αὐτῇ τε ϑαλάσσῃ. 
᾿Αλλὰ λοιπὸν ὥσπερ ἄδεχτόν τι καὶ ἀσύνδετον εἶναι. 


5b7-9 τῆς χυκλικῆς ... τῆς ψυχῆς] Arist. DA 407b5-12 ἄδηλος δὲ καὶ τοῦ κύκλῳ 
φέρεσϑαι TOV οὐρανὸν ἡ αἰτία: οὔτε γὰρ τῆς ψυχῆς ἢ οὐσία αἰτία τοῦ κύχλῳ φέρεσϑαι, 
ἀλλὰ κατὰ συμβεβηκὸς οὕτω κινεῖται, οὔτε τὸ σῶμα αἴτιον, ἀλλ᾽ ἡ ψυχὴ μᾶλλον 
ἐκείνῳ. ἀλλὰ μὴν οὐδ᾽ ὅτι βέλτιον λέγεται: καίτοι γ᾽ ἐχρῆν διὰ τοῦτο τὸν ϑεὸν χύχλῳ 
ποιεῖν φέρεσϑαι τὴν ψυχήν, ὅτι βέλτιον αὐτῇ τὸ κινεῖσθαι τοῦ μένειν, κινεῖσϑαι δ᾽ 
οὕτως ἢ ἄλλος. 5b8-10 χρεῖττον γὰρ ἡ (sc. κίνησις) τῆς ψυχῆς, καὶ ... ἡ τῆς 
διανοίας] Arist. DA 410b12-14 τῆς δὲ ψυχῆς εἶναί τι κρεῖττον καὶ ἄρχον ἀδύνατον: 
ἀδυνατώτερον & ἔτι τοῦ νοῦ. Theophr. fr. 159,27-29 FHS&G Θεόφραστος εἰκότως 
ἀρχὴν κινήσεως τὴν ψυχὴν εἰπὼν οὐδὲν ἄλλο πρὸ αὐτῆς ὑποϑέμενος, ἀρχῆς οὐχ οἴεται 
δεῖν ἀρχὴν ἐπιζητεῖν. — 5b8-10 ἢ (sc. χίνησις) τῆς ψυχῆς ... ἡ ὄρεξις] Arist. DA 
433317-20, b11-12 δύο ταῦτα φαίνεται τὰ κινοῦντα, ὄρεξις καὶ διάνοια πρακτική: TO 
ὀρεχτὸν γὰρ κινεῖ, καὶ διὰ τοῦτο ἢ διάνοια κινεῖ, ὅτι ἀρχὴ αὐτῆς ἐστι τὸ ὀρεχτόν. ... 
τὸ ὀρεκτόν ... κινεῖ οὐ κινούμενον τῷ νοηϑῆναι ἢ φαντασθῆναι.  5b12 τῶν περὶ 
τὸ μέσον] Arist. GC 335a24-25 ἐπεὶ δ᾽ ἐστὶν ἔνια γενητὰ καὶ φϑαρτά, καὶ ἡ γένεσις 
τυγχάνει οὖσα ἐν τῷ περὶ τὸ μέσον τόπῳ... 5b13-14 οὐ διικνουμένου τοῦ πρώτου] 
Arist. GC 336b28-31 τὸ εἶναι... ἐν ἅπασιν ἀδύνατον ὑπάρχειν διὰ τὸ πόρρω τῆς ἀρχῆς 
ἀφίστασϑαι. 


6 ὅμως ὡς Y (illa annahà ‘ala hàlin), coni. Us. : ὅμως PJ A | ἐμψύχοις Y (tunsabu ila 
anna lahä anfusan), coni. Us.!? : ἔμψυχοι a A : ἐν ψυχῇ coni. Ross 8 τῆς ἀρίστης PJ A 
: tod ἀρίστου ut interpr. Ar. | κρεῖττον PJ W: κρείττων A 8 et 9 زد‎ sc. αἰτία ut interpr. 
Ar. 17 αὐτῇ pr. non vert. Ar. | £oóoou P : ἐρυσαίμ» J, ἐρυσαίμ(ην) ut intell. Ar., v. adn. 
: [A] (librabit; fort. liberavi?) 18 ἀσύνδετον Ψ (là muhtamil li-l-irtibat), prop. Us. : 
ἀσύνϑετον PJ A : ἀσύνετον coni. Us.” 
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perceptions, though they consist in being affected by others,” yet take 
place in [animals] "as" ensouled [beings]). If, then, the first [mover] is 
the cause of the circular [movement], it will not be [the cause] of the best 
[movement]; for the [movement] of the soul is a more effective [thing], 
and first indeed and foremost is the [movement] of thought, from which 
the desire also [starts]. 


(9) Perhaps one might incidentally ask this, too, why the rotating [bodies] 
alone are actuated by impulsion, but none of those about the center,” 
although they are mobile: is it because they are incapable, or because the 
first does not get through? But certainly the latter would make no sense, 
if because of weakness—for one would expect [the first] to be stronger 
than Homer's Zeus, who says, 
With the earth would I hale [you] up, and therewithal the sea.?* 

So then what remains is to be like something unreceptive and uncon- 
nected.” 


35 And not, that is, by the soul. 

36 The movement of the soul—i.e., movement whose source is the soul (as the parallel 
formulation by Theophrastus in his fr. 159,28 FHS&G has it), and especially thought—is 
more effective than the unmoved prime mover in causing movement because it is itself the 
source of desire in the moved object. For a different understanding of the referent in the 
phrase “that [i.e., movement] of the soul” in the Arabic translation see the corresponding 
note. 

37 T.e., the sublunar world, considered to be the center of the universe. It is the realm 
of generation and corruption (Aristotle, GC 335a25), or, as Theophrastus says in the 
beginning of his Physics (fr. 143 FHS&G), the world of motion and of alteration and being 
affected. 

38 Iliad VIIL24. The translation is by Arthur S. Way, The Iliad of Homer done into 
English verse, London: Sampson Low, etc., 1886, vol. I, p. 184, whose Victorian version, in 
addition to being surprisingly literal, perhaps conveys the same distance existing between 
it and modern English as there existed between Homer's Greek and Greek in the time of 
Theophrastus. 

?? The Greek does not specify whether what is like something unreceptive and uncon- 
nected is the center itself (singular subject, so interpreted by Ross, Tricot, and Reale 1964) 
or “those about the center” (plural subject, so interpreted by Laks & Most, van Raalte, and 
Henrich). The singular neuter adjectives “unreceptive” and “unconnected” would tend to 
favor the former. 


5b10 
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(10) Τάχα δὲ πρότερον Τητήσειεν ἄν τις πῶς ἔχει, πό- [10] 
5b20 τερα μέρη ταῦτα ἢ οὐ µέρη τοῦ οὐρανοῦ, καὶ εἰ 
µέρη, πῶς μέρη' νῦν γὰρ οἷον ἀπεωσμένα τῶν 
ἐντιμοτάτων OÙ μόνον κατὰ τὰς χώρας ἀλλὰ καὶ 
κατὰ τὴν ἐνέργειαν, εἴπερ N κυκλικὴ τοιαύτη: ovy- 
βαίνει γὰρ οἷον κατὰ συμβεβηκὸς ὑπὸ τῆς κυχλι- 
25 κῆς περιφορᾶς καὶ εἰς τοὺς τόπους καὶ εἰς ἄλληλα 
26 τὰς μεταβολάς. 


26 (10.1) Εἰ δὲ χαὶ τὸ ἄριστον ἀπὸ τοῦ 
ἀρίστου, κάλλιον ἄν τι παρὰ τοῦ πρώτου δέοι τῆς 
κυκλοφορίας--εἰ μὴ ἄρ᾽ ἐκωλύετο τῷ μὴ δύνασϑαι 

6a1 δέχεσϑαι--τὸ γὰρ δὴ πρῶτον καὶ ϑειότατον πάντα 
τὰ ἄριστα βουλόμενον. Τάχα δὲ τοῦτο μὲν οἷον 
ὑπερβατόν τι καὶ ἀζήτητον--ἀξιοῖ γὰρ ὁ τοῦτο 
λέγων ἅπανϑ᾽ ὅμοια καὶ ἐν τοῖς ἀρίστοις εἶναι, 

5 μικράν τιν᾽ ἢ μηδεμίαν ἔχοντα διαφοράν-- (11) τόδε δ᾽ [11] 
ἄν τις ἴσως ἀπορήσειεν πρὸς αὐτὸν τὸν πρῶτον 


5b20 μέρη τοῦ οὐρανοῦ] Arist. DC 278b11-21 ἕνα μὲν οὖν τρόπον οὐρανὸν λέγομεν 
τὴν οὐσίαν τὴν τῆς ἐσχάτης τοῦ παντὸς περιφορᾶς. ... ἄλλον δ᾽ αὖ τρόπον τὸ συνεχὲς 
σῶμα τῇ ἐσχάτῃ περιφορᾷ τοῦ παντός. ... ἔτι δ᾽ ἄλλως λέγομεν οὐρανὸν τὸ περιεχό- 
μενον σῶμα ὑπὸ τῆς ἐσχάτης περιφορᾶς. 5b21-26 οἷον ἀπεωσμένα (sc. τὰ περὶ τὸ 
μέσον) .. «τὰς μεταβολάς] Arist. GC 337a2-7 τἆλλα ὅσα μεταβάλλει εἰς ἄλληλα κατὰ 
τὰ πάθη καὶτὰς δυνάμεις, οἷον τὰ ἁπλᾶ σώματα, μιμεῖται τὴν χύκλῳ φοράν: .«κύχλῳ 
φαμὲν περιεληλυϑέναι τὴν γένεσιν διὰ τὸ πάλιν ἀνακάμπτειν: ὥστε καὶ ἢ εὐθεῖα φορὰ 
μιμουμένη τὴν κύχλῳ συνεχής ἐστιν. 5b25-26 εἰς ἄλληλα τὰς μεταβολὰς] Theophr. 
Ign. 1.1-2 ἀὴρ μὲν γὰρ καὶ ὕδωρ καὶ γῆ τὰς εἰς ἄλληλα μόνον ποιοῦνται μεταβολὰς 
φυσικάς. 5b26-27 ἄριστον ἀπὸ τοῦ ἀρίστου] Arist. Met. A 4, 985a9-10 εἴπερ τὸ τῶν 
ἀγαϑῶν ἁπάντων αἴτιον αὐτὸ τἀγαϑόν ἐστι. 5b26-6a2 Εἰ δὲ... βουλόμενον] Arist. 
GC 336b25- -337a1 ἀεὶ δ᾽. -: συνεχὴς ἔσται ἡ γένεσις καὶ ἡ φϑορά ..., τοῦτο δ᾽ εὐλόγως 
συμβέβηκεν. ἐπεὶ, γὰρ ἐν ἅπασιν ἀεὶ τοῦ βελτίονος ὀρέγεσϑαί φαμεν τὴν φύσιν, βέλ- 
τιον δὲ τὸ εἶναι ἢ τὸ μὴ εἶναι ..., τοῦτο δ᾽ ἐν ἅπασιν ἀδύνατον Ü ὑπάρχειν διὰ τὸ πόρρω 
τῆς ἀρχῆς ἀφίστασϑαι, τῷ λειπομένῳ τρόπῳ συνεπλήρωσε΄ τὸ ὅλον ὁ δεός, ἐνδελεχῆ 
ποιήσας τὴν yéveaw— οὕτω γὰρ ἂν μάλιστα συνείροιτο τὸ εἶναι διὰ τὸ ἐγγύτατα εἶναι 
τῆς οὐσίας τὸ γίνεσϑαι ἀεὶ καὶ τὴν γένεσιν. τούτου δ᾽ αἴτιον ... ἡ κύκλῳ φορά: μόνη 
γὰρ συνεχής. 641-2 τὸ γὰρ δὴ πρῶτον ... βουλόμενον, 3-4 ὃ τοῦτο λέγων] Plato 
Tim. 30432, 6-7 βουληϑεὶς γὰρ ὁ ϑεὸς ἀγαϑὰ μὲν πάντα ... ϑέμις δ᾽ οὔτ᾽ ἦν οὔτ᾽ ἔστιν 
τῷ ἀρίστῳ δρᾶν ἄλλο πλὴν τὸ κάλλιστον. Arist. Met. A 10, 1075a11-19 ποτέρως ἔχει N) 
τοῦ ὅλου φύσις τὸ ἀγαθὸν καὶ τὸ ἄριστον. . . οὐ γὰρ οὗτος (sc. 6 στρατηγὸς) διὰ τὴν 
τάξιν ἀλλ᾽ ἐκείνη διὰ τοῦτόν ἐστιν. ... πρὸς μὲν γὰρ ἓν ἅπαντα συντέτακται. 


22 καὶ P]! W:om.JA 23 συμβαίνει ὦ (sc. γίνεσϑαι; v. adn.) : λαμβάνει coni. 2 
24 οἷον PJ W: om. Lat. : εἶναι prop. Zeller 6aı δὴ P V A: δεῖ J | post ϑειότατον dist. 
Ar. 2 post βουλόμενον add. ἦν J! 4 ὅμοια a A: ἅμα ἃ W vel Ar. | post εἶναι dist. Ar., 
Us.!, add. τὰ χείριστα J! 6 πρῶτον om. Ar. 
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(10) But perhaps one might ask beforehand what the situation is: whether 
these?‘ are or are not parts of the heavens, and if parts, how so;*! for 
as it is, they have been pushed, so to speak, away from the [things] 
held in highest honor not only as regards the[ir] locations but also as 
regards thelir] activity—if indeed the circular [movement] is such:* for 
it happens as it were by accident that the[ir] changes, both into thelir 
several] places and into each other, [take place] by means of the circular 
rotation. 


(10.1) And if, too, the best [comes] from the best, something better than 
rotation will be needed [to issue] from the first—unless of course they 
were prevented* by being unable to receive—for surely the first and 
most divine is that which wills everything that is best. But while this 
[claim] is perhaps like something inordinate and unexamined—for he 
who maintains this demands that everything should be alike and among 
the best, having little or no differentiation?—(11) the following aporia 
might fairly be raised with reference to the first heaven itself: whether 


40 Le, “those about the center? 

^! Aristotle (De caelo 278b10-21) identified three senses for "the heavens" (ouranós), 
one of which is the entire universe, whence Theophrastus's question. 

42 “As it is” (the temporal adverb nun) could refer either (a) to Theophrastus’s account 
of the Aristotelian cosmos given in the preceding paragraphs, or (b) to the way things 
actually are. 

4 Le. one of the things held in highest honor; for the sublunar elements do not move 
naturally in a circle. 

^ The subject of this verb is not stated explicitly by Theophrastus and opinion has been 
divided about it. Some have claimed that it is the heavenly spheres (“the rotating bodies”), 
while others think that it continues to be “those about the center,’ i.e., the sublunary 
elements and bodies which, it is suggested, not only lack rotation, but even had they had 
it it would not have been the best possible outcome of the influence by the first. I tend to 
favor the second alternative (which is also supported by an apparently authoritative gloss 
in the Arabic translation); see the discussion in the commentary at Diaporia 10.1. 

45 Cf. 8a27-8bı and 11b7-10 where Theophrastus refers again to this objectionable 
theory, apparently of Plato (cf. Dillon 2002, 179; Berti 2002, 350); see the Loci Paralleli. 


5b20 


25 


6a1 
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οὐρανὸν ἀναφέρων, πότερον ἡ περιφορὰ τῆς où- 
σίας ἐστὶν αὐτοῦ xoi ἅμα τῷ πεπαῦσϑαι φϑείροιτ᾽ 
ἄν, ij, εἴπερ ἐφέσει τινὶ καὶ ὀρέξει κατὰ συμβε- 
6aio βηκός' εἰ μὴ ἄρα σύμφυτον αὐτῷ τὸ ὀρέγεσϑαι 
καὶ οὐϑὲν χωλύει τοιαῦτ᾽ ἅττα τῶν ὄντων ὑπάρ- 
yew. (12) Ἴσως & ἂν εἴη καὶ ἀφελόντα τὴν ὄρεξιν 
ὑπὲρ αὐτῆς τῆς κινήσεως ἀπορεῖν, εἰ ἀφαιρεϑεῖσα 
14 φϑείροι ἂν τὸν οὐρανόν. 


14 (13) Καὶ τοῦτο μὲν ὥσπερ 

15 ἑτέρων λόγων, ἀπὸ δ᾽ οὖν ταύτης ἢ τούτων τῶν 
ἀρχῶν ἀξιώσειεν ἄν τις (τάχα δὲ xoi ἀπὸ τῶν III 
ἄλλων ἄρ, ἄν τις τίϑηται) τὰ ἐφεξῆς εὐϑὺς ἀποδι- 
δόναι xoi μὴ μέχρι του προελϑόντα παύεσϑαι. 
Τοῦτο γὰρ τελέου καὶ φρονοῦντος ὅπερ Ἀρχύτας 

20 ποτ ἔφη ποιεῖν Εὔρυτον διατιϑέντα τινὰς Yh- 
φους: λέγειν γὰρ ὡς ὅδε μὲν ἀνϑρώπου ὁ ἀριϑ- 
μός, ὅδε δὲ ἵππου, ὅδε ὃ᾽ ἄλλου τινὸς τυγχάνει. 
Νῦν & οἵ γε πολλοὶ μέχρι τινὸς ἐλθόντες xata- 
παύονται, καϑάπερ καὶ οἱ τὸ ἓν καὶ τὴν ἀόριστον [12] 

ας δυάδα ποιοῦντες: τοὺς γὰρ ἀριϑμοὺς γεννήσαντες 
καὶ τὰ ἐπίπεδα καὶ τὰ σώματα σχεδὸν τὰ ἄλλα 
παραλείπουσιν πλὴν ὅσον ἐφαπτόμενοι καὶ το- 


6a7-10 πότερον ... συμβεβηκός] Arist. DA 407b5-9 ἄδηλος δὲ καὶ τοῦ κύκλῳ péos- 
σϑαι τὸν οὐρανὸν ἢ αἰτία: οὔτε γὰρ τῆς ψυχῆς ἡ οὐσία αἰτία τοῦ κύκλῳ φέρεσϑαι, 
ἀλλὰ κατὰ συμβεβηκὸς οὕτω κινεῖται, οὔτε τὸ σῶμα αἴτιον, ἀλλ᾽ ἢ ψυχὴ μᾶλλον ἐκεί- 
vo. 6413-14 ὑπὲρ αὐτῆς ... τὸν οὐρανόν] Plato Theaet. 153d1-5 καὶ δηλοῖ ὅτι ἕως 
μὲν ἂν ἡ περιφορὰ T] κινουμένη καὶ 6 ἥλιος, πάντα ἔστι καὶ σῴζεται τὰ ἐν ϑεοῖς τε καὶ 
ἀνϑρώποις, εἰ δὲ σταίη τοῦτο ὥσπερ δεθέν, πάντα χρήματ᾽ ἂν διαφϑαρείη. 6a17 τὰ 
ἐφεξῆς] Arist. Phys. E 3, 226b34-227a1, 227a17-24 ἐφεξῆς δὲ οὗ μετὰ τὴν ἀρχὴν ὄντος 
ἢ ϑέσει ἢ εἴδει ἢ ἄλλῳ τινὶ οὕτως ἀφορισϑέντος μηδὲν μεταξύ ἐστι τῶν ἐν ταὐτῷ γέ- 
νει καὶ οὗ ἐφεξῆς ἐστιν ... φανερὸν δὲ καὶ ὅτι πρῶτον τὸ ἐφεξῆς ἐστι, κτλ. ... ὥστε 
ἢ σύμφυσις ὑστάτη κατὰ τὴν γένεσιν. 6420-22 Εὔρυτον] Arist. Met. N 5, 1092b10- 
13 καὶ ὡς Εὔρυτος ἔταττε τίς ἀριϑμὸς τίνος, οἷον δδὶ μὲν ἀνϑρώπου ὁδὶ δὲ ἵππου ... 
οὕτως ἀφομοιῶν ταῖς ψήφοις τὰς μορφὰς τῶν φυτῶν. 6424-26 οἱ τὸ ÊV ... καὶ τὰ 
σώματα] Sextus Empiricus, Adv. Math. X,282 ἐχεῖνοι (sc. ot Πυϑαγόρειοι) μὲν γὰρ ἐκ 
δυεῖν ἀρχῶν, τῆς τε μονάδος καὶ τῆς ἀορίστου δυάδος, ἐποίουν τοὺς ἀριθμούς, εἴτ᾽ èx 
τῶν ἀριϑμῶν τὰ σημεῖα καὶ τὰς γραμμὰς τά τε ἐπίπεδα σχήματα καὶ τὰ στερεά. 


ἐφέσει... ὀρέξει transp. Ar. 11 τοιαῦτ᾽ ἄττα] W A : τοιαυτ attt P 13 εἰ] WA,‏ و 
P:n] 14 φϑείροιΡ] A: φϑείροιτ᾽ A et fort. Ψ 17 ἄρ᾽ ἄν PJ A, ἄρ᾽ ἄν C, dQ’ ἄν A‏ & 
ἃς ἄν JF, ὃς ἄν L : ἀρ(χῶν) ἂν coni. Wim." : ἅμα ut intell. Ar. | ἄν τις ἄρα transp. Us.‏ : 
tov P WJ": tod JA 21 γὰροπι.] 26 καὶ alt. del. JE | τὰ ἄλλα P : T ἄλλα JCL :‏ 18 
τἆλλα A [Y] [A] 27 ὅσονΡ Y A:600v]‏ 
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the rotation is of its essence and with cessation it would perish, or, if 
indeed [the rotation occurs] through some impulsion and desire, [it 
is] accidental—unless, of course, desiring is innate to it and nothing 
prevents some beings from being such.“ (12) But perhaps one might, 
even while setting desire aside,” raise an aporia about the motion itself, 
whether its removal would destroy the heavens.*? 


(13) Now this may well be [more appropriately] discussed elsewhere,” 
but for the present it is from this or these first principles” (and per- 
haps also from the others, I suppose, were one to assume [them]) 
that one could demand that [they] provide right away an account 
of the [things that come] next and not, having proceeded up to a 
[point], stop. For this is what a sensible adult [would do], which 
is exactly what Archytas once said Eurytus did as he arranged cer- 
tain pebbles: for Eurytus said [according to Archytas], that this hap- 
pens to be the number of man, this of horse, and this of some- 
thing else." At present, however, having arrived at a certain [point], 
many, certainly, stop completely, as do too those who posit the one 
and the indefinite dyad;” for having generated numbers and planes 
and solids, they leave out almost everything else except to the extent 


4 Le., innately desiring, or acting upon their innate desire. See the commentary. 

47 Le, removing it from consideration in the discussion in the second part of this 
apparent thought experiment; the first is stated in the preceding sentence. 

48 “The heavens” here may be taken in any one of its three significations (see above, 
note 41), but the net outcome would be the same; Theophrastus is clearly referring here 
to the very existence of everything. 

4 ‘Theophrastus touches upon the related question whether the motion of the heavens 
is essential to them later in this Essay (10a9-19), but it is not clear whether he actually 
discussed the subject (and the thought experiment?) elsewhere. See the commentary. 

50 The reference is to the preceding discussion of first principles at 4b11-5a5, before 
it was interrupted for a critical review of the theory of desire. 

51 The Pythagoreans Archytas and Eurytus, both of Tarentum, were roughly contem- 
poraries of Plato; Archytas had special relations with him. See DPhA I, $ A322, and III, 
§ E150 (both by Centrone). 

52 "The Pythagoreans and Plato, to whom Theophrastus explicitly ascribes this doctrine 
below (at 11a27-11bs), and perhaps also Platos “orthodox” followers in the Academy 
other than Speusippus and Xenocrates who are mentioned separately later in the para- 
graph (as Ross 54 observes; cf. also Happ 1971, 244n833). 
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σοῦτο µόνον δηλοῦντες, ὅτι τὰ μὲν ἀπὸ τῆς ἀορί- 
6b1 στου δυάδος, oiov τόπος xal xevov καὶ ἄπειρον, 
τὰ δ᾽ ἀπὸ τῶν ἀριϑμῶν καὶ τοῦ ἑνός, oiov ψυχὴ 
καὶ ἄλλ᾽ ἅττα: χρόνος © ἅμα καὶ οὐρανὸς καὶ 
ἕτερα δὴ πλείω: τοῦ δ᾽ οὐρανοῦ πέρι καὶ τῶν λοι- 
5 TOV οὐδεμίαν ἔτι ποιοῦνται μνείαν. Ὡσαύτως δ᾽ οὐδ᾽ 
oi περὶ Σπεύσιππον, οὐδὲ τῶν ἄλλων οὐϑεὶς πλὴν 
Ξενοκράτης: οὗτος γὰρ ἅπαντά πως περιτίϑησιν 
περὶ τὸν κόσμον, ὁμοίως αἰσϑητὰ καὶ νοητὰ καὶ 
μαϑηματικὰ καὶ ἔτι δὴ τὰ Beta. Πειρᾶται δὲ καὶ [13] 
ιο Ἑστιαῖος μέχρι τινός, οὐχ ὥσπερ εἴρηται περὶ 
τῶν πρώτων μόνον. Πλάτων μὲν οὖν ἐν τῷ ἀνά- 
yew εἰς τὰς ἀρχὰς δόξειεν ἂν ἅπτεσθαι τῶν ἄλ- 
λων εἰς τὰς ἰδέας ἀνάπτων, ταύτας 8 εἰς τοὺς 


602 τὰ δ᾽ ἀπὸ τῶν ἀριϑμῶν καὶ τοῦ ἑνός, οἷον ψυχὴ] Xenocrates fr. 68, 14-21 
Heinze γενέσϑαι τὸν ἀριϑμὸν τοῦ ἑνὸς δρίζοντος τὸ πλῆϑος καὶ τῇ ἀπειρίᾳ πέ- 
ρας ἐντιϑέντος ... τοῦτον δὲ μήπω ψυχὴν τὸν ἀριϑμὸν εἶναι ... τοῦ δὲ ταὐτοῦ 
καὶ τοῦ ἑτέρου συμμιγέντων ... ψυχὴν γεγονέναι. Arist. DA 404b19-21 Πλάτων 
êv τῷ Τιμαίῳ (354-364) ... αὐτὸ μὲν τὸ ζῷον && αὐτῆς τῆς τοῦ ἑνὸς ἰδέας καὶ 
τοῦ πρώτου μήκους καὶ πλάτους καὶβάϑους. 6b2-3 ψυχὴ καὶ ἄλλ᾽ ἅττα: χρόνος 
9" ἅμα καὶ οὐρανὸς] Plato Tim. 36d8-e1, e5-6, 38b6-7 ἐπεὶ δὲ ... πᾶσα ἡ τῆς ψυχῆς 
σύστασις ἐγεγένητο, μετὰ τοῦτο πᾶν τὸ σωματοειδὲς ἐντὸς αὐτῆς ἐτεκταίνετο ... καὶ 
τὸ μὲν δὴ σῶμα δρατὸν οὐρανοῦ γέγονεν ... χρόνος δ᾽ οὖν μετ᾽ οὐρανοῦ γέγονεν, 
ἵνα ἅμα γεννηϑέντες ἅμα καὶ λυθῶσιν. Arist. Met. A 6, 1072a2-3 ὕστερον γάρ (sc. τῆς 
κινήσεως), καὶ ἅμα τῷ οὐρανῷ, ἡ ψυχή, ὡς φησίν (sc. 6 Πλάτων). 6bz-9 Eevoxoó- 
της ... ϑεῖα] Arist. Met. Z 2, 1028b24-27 ἔνιοι δὲ τὰ μὲν εἴδη καὶ τοὺς ἀριϑμοὺς τὴν 
αὐτὴν ἔχειν φασὶ φύσιν, τὰ δὲ ἄλλα ἐχόμενα, γραμμὰς καὶ ἐπίπεδα, μέχρι πρὸς τὴν 
τοῦ οὐρανοῦ οὐσίαν καὶ τὰ αἰσθητά. 6b11-15 Πλάτων ... εἰρημένων] Arist. EN 
I 4, 1095a30-b1 διαφέρουσιν οἱ ἀπὸ τῶν ἀρχῶν λόγοι καὶ οἱ ἐπὶ τὰς ἀρχάς: εὖ γὰρ καὶ 
6 Πλάτων ἠπόρει τοῦτο καὶ ἐζήτει, πότερον ἀπὸ τῶν ἀρχῶν ἢ ἐπὶ τὰς ἀρχάς ἐστιν Å 
ὁδός. 6b13-14 τὰς ἰδέας ἀνάπτων ... εἰς τοὺς ἀριϑμούς] Sextus Empiricus Adv. 
Math. x,258 κατὰ τὸν Πλάτωνα ... ἑκάστη ἰδέα xav ἰδίαν μὲν λαμβανομένη £v εἶναι 
λέγεται, κατὰ σύλληψιν δὲ ἑτέρας ἢ ἄλλων δύο καὶ τρεῖς καὶ τέσσαρες, ὥστε εἶναί. TL 
ἐπαναβεβηκὸς αὐτῶν τῆς ὑποστάσεως τὸν ἀριϑμόν, οὗ κατὰ μετοχὴν τὸ ἓν ἢ τὰ δύο 
ἢ τὰ τρία ἢ τὰ τούτων ἔτι πλείονα ἐπικατηγορεῖται αὐτῶν. 

602 ψυχὴ P Y A, ψυχη J, ψυχῆι ] 3 χρόνος © ἅμα καὶ οὐρανός [9 coni. Us.!] V 
(mitla ... az-zamäni maʻa s-samä’i) : χρόνον © ἅμα καὶ οὐρανόνα A 3-4 post πλείω 
(non post ἄττα) dist. Ar. | χρόνος--πλείω del. J", om. L, secl. Us. 5 8'o009 J WA:& 
P 7 post γὰρ del. ἂν J! | πως V (‘ala waghin min al-wugüh) A ((omni)mode) v. cap. 2.4 
notam 15 : πῶς P J | περιτίθησιν PJ A [V] : διατίϑησιν prop. Us.?, coni. van Raalte 8 
post ὁμοίως dist. Ar. 10 ἑστιαῖος J : ἐστι 0106 P, ἔστι ὡς vel ὃς (3) A (est quod) [Y] 12 
post ἀρχὰς add. τὰ ὑπὸ τὰς ἀρχὰς J | δόξειεν ἂν W P : δόξει ἐρᾶν J : Lat. om. in lac. 
12-14 δόξειεν--ἀρχάς A vel interpres om. e homoeoteleuton (ἀρχὰς--ἀρχάς) 
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of apprehending and declaring only this much, that some things are 
[generated] from the indefinite dyad—such as place, the void, and the 6b: 
infinite—and others from the numbers and the one—such as soul and 
some others: time together with the heavens, and quite a few more?— but 

of the heavens and the rest they make no further mention whatsoever. 5 
And likewise neither do those around Speusippus?* nor anyone of the 
others except Xenocrates;? for he does somehow provide everything 
about the universe, alike sensibles, intelligibles, mathematicals, and, what 

is more, the divine [things]. Hestiaeus,” too, tries, up to a [point], and το 
not, as mentioned, only with regard to the first [things]. And yes, in 
reducing [things] to the first principles, Plato?" would seem to be treating 

of the others?? by relating [them] to the ideas, these to the numbers, and 


° Given the high degree of congruence between the ideas presented here and the Pla- 
tonic cosmogony in the Timaeus, it is clear that Theophrastus is referring to discussions 
in the Academy. See the commentary on 6b3-4. 

54 Fragment 59 Taran 1981, 87 Isnardi Parente 1980. 

23 Fragment 26 Heinze 1892, 100 Isnardi Parente 1982. 

56 Of Perinthus, an otherwise little known disciple of Plato. For a review of all the 
extant information on him see DPhA III, $ 111 (Dorandi). 

57 Test. Plat. 30 Gaiser 1968, App. 3,8 Kramer 1990. 

3 Le. of the things other than the first things. 
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ἀριῤμούς, ἐκ δὲ τούτων εἰς τὰς ἀρχάς, εἶτα κατὰ 

6bis τὴν γένεσιν μέχρι τῶν εἰρημένων: οἱ δὲ 

τῶν ἀρχῶν μόνον--ἔνιοι δὲ καὶ τὴν ἀλήϑειαν ἐν 

τούτοις: τὰ γὰρ ὄντα μόνον περὶ τὰς ἀρχάς. Lvu- 

βαίνει δὲ τοὐναντίον ἢ ἐν ταῖς ἄλλαις μεϑόδοις: 

ἐν ἐκείναις γὰρ τὰ μετὰ τὰς ἀρχὰς ἰσχυρότερα 

20 καὶ οἷον τελεώτερα τῶν ἐπιστημῶν: τάχα δὲ καὶ 

εὐλόγως: ἔνϑα μὲν γὰρ τῶν ἀρχῶν, ἐν δὲ ταῖς 
λοιπαῖς ἀπὸ τῶν ἀρχῶν N ζήτησις. 


(14) Πῶς δέ ποτε χρὴ καὶ ποίας τὰς ἀρχὰς ὑπο- IV [14] 
ϑέσϑαι, τάχ᾽ ἂν ἀπορήσειέν τις, πότερον ἀμόρ- 
25 ους καὶ οἷον δυναμικάς, ὥσπερ ὅσοι πῦρ καὶ 
γῆν, ἢ μεμορφωμένας, ὡς μάλιστα δέον ταύτας 
ὠρίσθαι, καθάπερ ἐν τῷ Τιμαίῳ φησίν: τοῖς γὰρ 
τιμιωτάτοις οἰκειότατον ἡ τάξις καὶ τὸ ὠὡρίσϑαι. 
7a1 (Φαίνεται δὲ καὶ ἐν ταῖς λοιπαῖς σχεδὸν ἔχειν 
οὕτω "πλὴν ὀλίγαις, καϑάπερ ἣ γραμματικὴ καὶ µου- 
[σική, καὶ 
ταῖς μαϑηματικαῖς, συνακολουϑεῖ δὲ καὶ τὰ μετὰ 


6b14-15 κατὰ τὴν γένεσιν] v. ad 6a17. 6b16-17 ἔνιοι δὲ καὶ τὴν ἀλήϑειαν ... τὰς 
ἀρχάς] Arist. Met. a 1, 993b19-31 ὀρθῶς 8’ ἔχει καὶ τὸ καλεῖσθαι τὴν φιλοσοφίαν 
ἐπιστήμην τῆς ἀληϑείας. ... οὐχ ἴσμεν δὲ τὸ ἀληϑὲς ἄνευ τῆς αἰτίας: ... ὥστε καὶ 
ἀληϑέστερον (ἀεὶ) τὸ τοῖς ὑστέροις αἴτιον τοῦ ἀληϑέσιν εἶναι: διὸ τὰς τῶν ἀεὶ ὄντων 
ἀρχὰς ἀναγκαῖον [ἀεὶ] εἶναι ἀληϑεστάτας ... dod’ ἕκαστον ὡς ἔχει τοῦ εἶναι οὕτω 
καὶ τῆς ἀληϑείας. 6525-26 ὅσοι πῦρ καὶ γῆν] Theophr., Περὶ τῶν φυσικῶν, fr. 
227C,8-9 FHS&G Παρμενίδης ... δύο ποιῶν τὰς ἀρχάς, πῦρ καὶ γῆν, τὸ μὲν ὡς ὕλην 
τὸ Ö ὡς αἴτιον xoi ποιοῦν. 6527 ἐν τῷ Τιμαίῳ] Plato, Tim. 30a2-6 βουληϑεὶς 
γὰρ ὁ ϑεὸς ἀγαϑὰ μὲν πάντα ... πᾶν ὅσον ἦν δρατὸν παραλαβὼν οὐχ ἡσυχίαν ἄγον 
ἀλλὰ κινούμενον πλημμελῶς καὶ ἀτάκτως, εἰς τάξιν αὐτὸ ἤγαγεν êx τῆς ἀταξίας, 
ἡγησάμενος ἐκεῖνο τούτου πάντως ἄμεινον. 6b28-7a3 ἡ τάξις καὶ τὸ ὡρίσϑαι ... 
ταῖς μαϑηματικαῖς] Arist. Met. Μ 3, 1078a36-b2 τοῦ δὲ καλοῦ μέγιστα εἴδη τάξις καὶ, 
συμμετρία καὶ τὸ ὡρισμένον, ἃ μάλιστα δεικνύουσιν αἱ μαϑηματικαὶ ἐπιστῆμαι. 


14 ἀρχάς J V : ἀργὰς P : Lat om. in lac. 19 ἐχείναις Cam. : ἐκείνοις a [¥] [A] 20 
post ἐπιστημῶν add. ἐνταῦθα δὲ τὸ κράτιστον ἡ ἀρχή J! 21 ἔνϑα ὦ: ἐνταῦϑα J! 
25-26 ὥσπερ--μεμορφωμένας VU vel interpres om. e homoeoarcton (Womeg—Ws) 27 
post καϑάπερ add. Πλάτων Us.! 7a2 πλὴν ὀλίγαις (mà hala š-šāddi minha) W, v. adn. 
: om. a A | xad óxeo ἡ γραμματικὴ καὶ μουσική, καὶ (post μουσική dist.) V : καδάπερ ἡ 
γραμματικὴ καὶ μουσικὴ καὶ PJ A: καϑάπερ ἐν γραμματικῇ καὶ μουσικῇ καὶ J! et edd. 
a Us.?, et alii alia, v. app. crit. alt. 3 συνακολουϑεῖ [-ουσϑεῖ P] ὦ: -ουϑεῖν coni. Us? 
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from these to the principles,” and then, in order of generation, all 
the way [down] to the [things] mentioned; but the others [treat] of 
the principles only—and some, even, [say] that reality itself consists of 
these," for the [things] that exist pertain exclusively to the first principles. 
This is the opposite of what happens in the other disciplines: for in those, 
the [parts] of knowledge [that come] after the principles are firmer and, 
as it were, more complete; but maybe reasonably so: for here‘? the search 
is for the first principles whereas in the rest it is from the first principles. 


(14)9 Perhaps one might raise the aporia, how and of what sort one 
should at all suppose the first principles to be: whether shapeless and, 
as it were, potent (as [do] those who [posit] fire and earth), or already 
shaped, on the ground that it is necessary most of all for these to be 
determined, as he says in the Timaeus;® for order and being determined 
are most appropriate to the [things] of greatest value. (This, incidentally, 
seems to be so also in almost all the rest [of the disciplines,] "except 
for a few' like grammar and music, as well as in the mathematical ones, 
while the [things] after the first principles, too, follow suit; and further, 


°° The anacoluthon is in the original. Theophrastus here changes the construction of 
the sentence, which was based on the verb “relating [them] to" (anaptön); from here on 
and for the next phrase an intransitive verb of motion, like “proceeding; is apparently to 
be understood (cf. van Raalte 274). 

60 Te., the things that “come next” in the sensible world mentioned earlier, at 6a17, as 
examples of which Theophrastus cited the theories of Eurytus about men and horses; see 
the commentary. Also to be noted is the reservation implied in Theophrastuss circum- 
spect expression and the fact that he mentions Plato after Xenocrates and Hestiaeus; see 
the commentary. 

61 The neuter pronoun refers to all the various first principles mentioned previously— 
the one, the indefinite dyad, etc. See the commentary. 

63 Le, in the study of the first principles, what was later to be called metaphysics; this 
appears to be a direct reference to the title of the Essay, “On First Principles”. 

$$ The argumentation in this aporia and the following diaporiae is too convoluted to 
include the precise numbering of the different sections in the text and translation; see the 
discussion in the commentary. 

64 Tt would seem that the reference here is to Parmenides, who viewed earth and fire 
as the material and efficient principles, or possibly even to a Pythagorean like Philolaus. 
See the commentary. 

$5 "This is not an exact quotation but a general reference to views expressed in Platos 
dialogue at 30a. 


6b15 


20 


25 
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τὰς ἀρχάς' ἔτι δὲ καὶ κατὰ τὰς τέχνας ὁμοίως, 
7as αἷπερ τὴν φύσιν μιμοῦνται: καὶ τὰ ὄργανα καὶ 
τὰ ἄλλα κατὰ τὰς ἀρχάς.) Οἱ μὲν οὖν ἐμμόρφους 
πάσας, οἱ δὲ μόνον τὰς ὑλικάς, οἱ δ᾽ ἄμφω [τὰς 
τ᾽ ἐμμόρφους καὶ τὰς τῆς ὕλης] ὡς ἐν ἀμφοῖν 
τὸ τέλεον, οἷον γὰρ ἐξ ἀντικειμένων τὴν [15] 
ιο ἅπασαν οὐσίαν. 


10 (14.1) Ἄλογον δὲ κἀχείνοις δόξειεν ἄν, 
εἰ ὁ μὲν ὅλος οὐρανὸς καὶ ἕκαστα τῶν μερῶν 
ἅπαντ᾽ ἐν τάξει καὶ λόγῳ, καὶ μορφαῖς καὶ δυνά- 
μεσιν καὶ περιόδοις, ἐν δὲ ταῖς ἀρχαῖς μηϑὲν 
τοιοῦτον GAN ὥσπερ «σάρξ, εἰκῇ κεχυμένων 6 

15 κάλλιστος», TOG" φησιν Ἡράλλειτος, «κόσμος». Καὶ 
κατὰ τοὐλάχιστον δ᾽ ὡς εἰπεῖν λαμβάνουσιν ὁμοίως 
ἐν ἀψύχοις καὶ ἐμψύχοις: ὠρισμέναι γὰρ ἑκάστων 
αἱ φύσεις ὡς εἰπεῖν καίπερ αὐτομάτως γινομέ- 

19 νῶν, τὰς δ᾽ ἀρχὰς ἀορίστους εἶναι. 


19 (14.2) Χαλεπὸν δὲ 
20 πάλιν αὐ τὸ τοὺς λόγους ἑκάστοις περιϑεῖναι 


724-6 κατὰ τὰς τέχνας ... κατὰ τὰς ἀρχάς] Arist. Phys. B 8, 199a15-20 ὅλως δὲ Å 
τέχνη τὰ μὲν ἐπιτελεῖ ἃ ἡ φύσις ἀδυνατεῖ ἀπεργάσασϑαι, τὰ δὲ μιμεῖται. εἰ οὖν τὰ κατὰ 
τέχνην ἕνεχά του, δῆλον ὅτι καὶ τὰ κατὰ φύσιν: ὁμοίως γὰρ ἔχει πρὸς ἄλληλα ἐν τοῖς 
κατὰ τέχνην καὶ ἐν τοῖς κατὰ φύσιν τὰ ὕστερα πρὸς τὰ πρότερα. 7a7 οἱ δὲ μόνον 
τὰς ὑλικάς] Arist. Met. A 3, 983b6-8 τῶν δὴ πρώτων φιλοσοφησάντων OL πλεῖστοι 
τὰς ἐν ὕλης εἴδει μόνας ᾠήϑησαν ἀρχὰς εἶναι πάντων. yaro ἄλογον δὲ κἀκείνοις 
δόξειεν ἄν] Arist. Met. K 5, 1062a31-35 ταχέως © ἄν τις καὶ αὐτὸν τὸν Ἡράκλειτον 
... ἠνάγκασεν ὁμολογεῖν μηδέποτε τὰς ἀντικειμένας φάσεις δυνατὸν εἶναι κατὰ τῶν 
αὐτῶν ἀληϑεύεσϑαι νῦν © οὐ συνιεὶς ἑαυτοῦ τί ποτε λέγει, ταύτην ἔλαβε τὴν δόξαν. 


5 αἵπερ τὴν φύσιν PJ A: ἅσπερ (sc. τὰς ἀρχάς) τὴν φύσιν (accus. e synecdoche = τῇ 
φύσει) ut interpr. Ar. | post μιμοῦνται non dist. Ar. | καὶ pr. non vert. ut vid. Ar. 6 
ἐμμόρφους J", ἐνμόρφους PJ, [V] [A] 7 post πάσας add. τίθενται J" | post μόνον add. 
ἀμόρφους J! 7-8 ἄμφω, τάς T PJ A: ἄμφω V : ἀμφοτέρας coni. Wim. | tag v — 
ὕλης PJ A: om. Y, seclusi ut glossema 12 λόγῳ PJ A: λόγοις ut intell. Ar. | post λόγῳ 
dist. Us? 14 σὰρξ © CL A : σάρον Bernays apud Schuster, Us? : σάρµια Diels et alii alia, 
v. app. crit. alt. | post σάρξ dist. Gomperz, Viano (v. adn.) | κεχυµένων a A : κεχυμένη ut 
interpr. Ar., Tiph. (caro fusa) Bergk : κεχυμένον Us : κεχυμέν(η ἀνϑρώπ)ων Friedlander 
: κεκυ(η)μένων Mouraviev | ὃ secl. Gomperz, del. Bergk — 15 ὥς ¥ (‘ala mà), coni. 
Hommel apud Marcovich 1978, et Marcovich 2001 : om. PJ A | ὁ ante κόσμος a [A] : om. 
YW, secl. Wim." et Ross ut addendum scriptoris cuiusdam, del. Us.” 16 τοὐλάχιστον 
].τοὐλάχιστου P [¥] [A] 17 ἀψύχοις καὶ ἐμψύχοις transp. Ar. 19 tàs PW A: 
τὰς J: οἷον τὰς J" 20 αὖ τὸ V (aydan an nagma'a), prop. Zeller : αὐτὸ PJ A : αὐτὸ (τὸ) 
Wim. 
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[this is] similarly [so] also in accordance with the crafts, which, in fact, 
imitate nature: both the instruments and the rest [are] in accordance with 
the first principles.6) So, then, some [suppose that there is] nothing but 
enshaped [first principles], others only material ones, and still others 
both, on the ground that whatever is complete consists of both since all 
of existence? is [constituted], as it were, from opposites. 


(14.1) It would, however, seem unreasonable? even to these [people] if, 
on the one hand, the entire heavens and each ofthe parts were all orderly 
and formally principled in respect of shapes and of powers and of periods 
[of time], while on the other hand there were nothing of the kind in the 
principles, but [it were] like “flesh,” of [things] poured out at random, 
the most beautiful? "as’ Heraclitus says, "arrangement?! And they even 
take it [to be so] as a rule down to the smallest [thing], alike in inanimate 
and animate [things]; for the natures of each [set] of them are, as a rule, 
determinate—even when they come into being spontaneously— but the 
principles [they say,] are indeterminate. 


(14.2) Again, it is difficult? to ascribe to each [set of things] its [own] 
formal principles by a collective referral to “for-the-sake-of-which”” in 


$6 The exceptive phrase in this parenthetical statement, preserved only in the Arabic 
translation, provides some discrimination, with regard to the order and determinacy 
of their respective first principles, between grammar and music on the one hand and 
mathematics on the other. See the commentary. 

$7 Le., endued with shape and form; cf. “ensouled”. The Greek word, émmorphos, 
appears to be a neologism, most likely coined by Theophrastus himself, for this is its 
first occurrence in extant Greek literature, and was used very sparingly after him— 
interestingly, mostly by Christian authors. 

68 Existence (ousía) in the sense of all that exists. See the commentary at 4a13. 

© This first set of objections to the “materialists,” introduced by “unreasonable,” is 
followed in the next paragraph (14.2) by objections to the “formalists? 

70 Te, the fleshly contour of the human body; see the commentary. 

71 Fragment 124 DK, 107 Marcovich 2001, T 209 Mouraviev 1999. 

72 This second set of objections to the “formalists” follows upon the first directed at 
the “materialists” in the preceding paragraph. 

73 Ie., a final cause. 
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πρὸς TO ἕνεκά του συνάγοντας EV ἅπασιν- καὶ £v 
ζῴοις καὶ φυτοῖς xoi ἐν αὐτῇ πομφόλυγι--πλὴν 
εἰ συμβαίνει τῇ ἑτέρων τάξει καὶ μεταβολῇ μορ- 
zbı φάς τε παντοίας καὶ ποικιλίας γίνεσθαι τῶν περὶ 
τὸν ἀέρα καὶ τὴν γῆν: ὧν δὴ μέγιστόν τινες πα- 
ράδειγμα ποιοῦνται τὰ περὶ τὰς ὥρας τὰς ἔτη- 
σίους ἐν αἷς καὶ ζῴων καὶ φυτῶν καὶ καρπῶν 
5 γενέσεις, οἷον γεννῶντος τοῦ ἡλίου. 


5 (15) Καὶ ταῦτα 
μὲν ἐνταῦϑά που ζητεῖ τὴν σκέψιν, ἀφορισμὸν 
ἀπαιτοῦντα μέχρι πόσου τὸ τεταγμένον καὶ διὰ 
τί τὸ πλέον ἀδύνατον ἢ εἰς τὸ χεῖρον ἢ μετάβασις, 
(16) ἐν δὲ ταῖς ἀρχαῖς, ὅϑεν δὴ καὶ 6 πρῶτος λό- V [16] 

ιο γος, εἰκότως ἄν τις καὶ τὸ περὶ τῆς ἠρεμίας ἀπο- 
ρήσειεν. Ei μὲν γὰρ ὡς βέλτιον, ἀνάψειεν ἂν ταῖς 
ἀρχαῖς: εἰ δ᾽ ὡς ἀργία καὶ στέρησίς τις κινήσεως, 
οὐκ ἀνάψει, ἀλλ᾽ εἴπερ, τὴν ἐνέργειαν ἀντιμεταλ- 
AONTEOV ὡς προτέραν καὶ τιμιωτέραν, τὴν δὲ xi- 

15 γησιν [ἐν] τοῖς αἰσθητοῖς. Ἐπεὶ τό γε διὰ τοῦτ᾽ 


7422 πομφόλυγι] Arist. GA 762a21-22 γίνονται δ᾽ ἐν γῇ καὶ ἐν ὑγρῷ τὰ ζῷα ... 
ἐμπεριλαμβάνεται δὲ καὶ γίνεται ϑερμαινόμενον τῶν σωματικῶν ὑγρῶν οἷον ἀφρώδης 
πομφόλυξ.  7a23 τῇ ἑτέρων τάξει καὶ μεταβολῇ] Arist. GA 777b28-30 γενέσεις ... 
φϑοράς: τούτων & ἔχουσι τὸ πέρας καὶ τῆς ἀρχῆς καὶ τῆς τελευτῆς αἱ τούτων κινήσεις 
τῶν ἄστρων. similia ap. Theophr., v. van Raalte 317-322. 7b2-3 παράδειγµα] Arist. 
Met. A 2, 1013a26-27 = Phys. B 3, 194b26-27 ἄλλον δὲ (sc. τρόπον αἴτιον λέγεται) TO 
εἶδος καὶ τὸ παράδειγµα, τοῦτο δ᾽ ἐστὶν 6 λόγος τοῦ τί ἦν εἶναι. 7b3-5 παράδειγµα 
... ἡλίου] Arist. Met. A 5, 1071a13-16 ὥσπερ ἀνθρώπου αἴτιον τά τε στοιχεῖα ... καὶ 
ἔτι τι ἄλλο ἔξω otov 6 πατήρ, καὶ παρὰ ταῦτα ὁ ἥλιος καὶ ὁ λοξὸς κύκλος (cf. Phys. 
B 2, 194913). 7512 ἠρεμία ... στέρησίς τις κινήσεως] Arist. Phys. © 8, 264427 ἢ γὰρ 
ἠρεμία στέρησις κινήσεως. 7013-14 ἐνέργειαν ... τιμιωτέραν] v. supra ad 5a7-8 


21 ἕνεκά του PJ A: ëv ἕκαστον ut intell. Ar. | καὶ om. Ar. ut vid. 23 ἑτέρων © : 
ἀστέρων coni. Us. 7b1 ποικιλίας PJ A: ποικίλας YW JE 3 ἐτησίους Ψ (as-sana), 
coni. Us, ἔστησιους P : αἰτίους J CL, αἰτίας ut intell. Lat., ἐτείους A 6 xov P : ποῦ J 
A : non vert. Ar. 7-8 post ἀδύνατον dist. Laks & Most, post τεταγμένον dist. Ar. et 
edd. 8 iJ" (12) : ei W A, si P ο ἀρχαῖς P J A: ἀρχᾶς P [VY] 12 ἀρχαῖς J A: ἀρχᾶς 
P[W]|ugP:cfcJ W A 13 ἀντιμεταλλακτέον D : vt μεταλλακτέον PJ CIL A [V] : 
µεταλλακτέοι ut vid. A (transmutandi) : τὴν μεταλλακτέον C : ἀντικαταλλακτέον coni. 
Us. 15 Êv 0 : secl. Us, del. Us.! | διὰ τοῦτ᾽ om. Ar. 15-16 τοῦτ᾽ ἠρεμεῖν [ἠρεμεῖν 
J] PJ : 1098" fjoeuetv JF [Y] [A] 
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all [cases] —both in animals and in plants and even in the very bubble^'— 
unless it happens that, by reason of the order and change of others, 
there come about all manner of shapes and varieties of atmospheric 
and terrestrial [things]; of which in particular some make the greatest 
paradigmatic [cause] to be the [things] relating to the seasons of the year, 
in which [seasons] there are generated alike animals and plants and fruits, 
with the sun being, as it were, the begetter.”° 


(15) Now while these call for investigation somewhere here,” demand- 
ing that one mark the boundaries of how far what is endowed with 
order [extends] and [answer] why more [of it] is impossible lest the 
change be for the worse, (16) yet regarding the first principles— 
from which, it is to be noted, the very discussion first [began]"— 
one might reasonably raise an aporia also about their rest. For if [rest 
is taken] as [something] better, one would ascribe [it] to the first 
principles; but if as cessation and a certain privation of motion, one 
will not [so] ascribe [it]—but no, if anything, an actualized state"? 
should be substituted in [its] stead, on the ground that it is prior 
and more valuable, while motion [should be ascribed] to the sensibles. 
For to be at rest on account of this—[viz.,] that it is impossible 


74 [n all likelihood Theophrastus is referring here to a minimal form of organic life, or 
to the moment of transition from inorganic to organic life in spontaneous generation. 
According to Aristotle (GA 762a21-25, p. 1180 CWA), “living things form quickly 
whenever this air and vital heat are enclosed,” and “the corporeal liquids being heated, 
there arises as it were a frothy bubble? 

75 The reference is apparently to Peripatetic circles; cf. van Raalte 319 and Laks & Most 
53n24. 

76 ILe., in this Essay. Theophrastus returns in $$ 22-24 below to the issue of the deter- 
minacy of the principles and to answering the two questions he asks in this paragraph, 
viz., how far what is ordered extends and why more of it would be for the worse. 

77 Theophrastus restates here the main subject of his essay and obliquely also refers to 
his title. 

78 Enérgeia, for which see the commentary at 547. 
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ἠρεμεῖν- -ὡς ἀδύνατον ἀεὶ κινούμενον εἶναι τὸ κινοῦν, 

οὗ γὰρ ἂν εἴη πρῶτον--χίνδυνος μὴ 

λογῶδες καὶ ἄλλως οὐκ ἀξιόπιστον, ἀλλὰ μείζω 
7bi9 τινὰ αἰτίαν ζητεῖ. 


19 (16.1) Δοκεῖ δὲ καὶ ἡ αἴσθησις τρόπον 
20 τινὰ συναυδᾶν ὡς ἐνδεχόμενον μὴ δεῖν τὸ x- 
νοῦν ἕτερον εἶναι καὶ ὃ κινεῖ διὰ τὸ ποιεῖν 
καὶ πάσχειν: ἔτι δ᾽ ἐάν τις £m αὐτὸν ἄγῃ τὸν 
23 νοῦν καὶ τὸν ϑεόν. 


23 (16.2) Ἄτοπον δὲ καὶ τὸ ἕτερον λε- 
831 χϑέν, ὡς οὐ μιμοῦνται τὰ ὀρεγόμενα τοῦ ἠρεμοῦν- 
τος: τί γὰρ αὐτοῖς οὐ συνακολουϑεῖ ἡ τῶν ἄλλων; 
Πλὴν ἴσως οὐχ ὁμοίως ληπτέον ὡς εἷς τὸ ἀμερὲς 
ἄγοντας, ἀλλ᾽ ὅπως ὅ τι μάλιστα σύμφωνον av- 

5 τῷ καὶ ἀπηρτισμένον ὡς ἂν πόλις ἢ ζῷον ἢ ἄλλο 


7b16-17 ἀδύνατον ... πρῶτον] Arist. Met. A 7, 1072a24-25 ἐπεὶ δὲ τὸ χινούμενον 
καὶ κινοῦν [καὶ] μέσον ... ἔστι τι ὃ οὐ κινούμενον κινεῖ. ΜΑ 698a7-10 ὅτι μὲν οὖν 
ἀρχὴ τῶν ἄλλων κινήσεων τὸ αὐτὸ ξαυτὸ χινοῦν, τούτου δὲ τὸ ἀχίνητον, καὶ ὅτι τὸ 
πρῶτον κινοῦν ἀναγκαῖον ἀκίνητον εἶναι, διώρισται πρότερον. 7b19-21 ἡ αἴσϑησις 

. ὃ κινεῖ] Arist. Phys. © 6, 259b1-3 ὁρῶμεν δὲ καὶ φανερῶς ὄντα τοιαῦτα ἃ κινεῖ 
αὐτὰ ἑαυτά, otov τὸ τῶν ἐμψύχων καὶ τὸ τῶν ζῴων γένος. 7b20-21 μὴ δεῖν... ὃ 
κινεῖ] Theophr., Περὶ κινήσεως, fr. 271,3-6 FHS&G at μὲν ὀρέξεις καὶ ἐπιθυμίαι καὶ 
ὀργαὶ σωματικαὶ κινήσεις εἰσὶ καὶ ἀπὸ τούτου τὴν ἀρχὴν ἔχουσιν, ὅσαι δὲ χρίσεις καὶ 
ϑεωρίαι, ταύτας οὐκ ἔστιν εἰς ἕτερον ἀναγαγεῖν, ἀλλ᾽ ἐν αὐτῇ τῇ ψυχῇ καὶ ἡ ἀρχὴ καὶ 
ἢ ἐνέργεια καὶ τὸ τέλος. Arist. MA 698b18-21 ἀνάγκη δὲ τοῦτο (sc. ἀκίνητόν τι) ἕτερον 
εἶναι τοῦ κινουμένου ... εἰ δὲ μή, οὐ κινηθήσεται. 7823 νοῦν] Theophr. fr. 307A,13- 
14, 26-27 FHS&G τῷ δὲ ἀρχὴν πάντων εἶναι (sc. τὸν νοῦν) καὶ ἐπ᾽ αὐτῷ τὸ νοεῖν ... 
ἀπ’ αὐτοῦ (sc. ἡ ἀρχή ἐστιν). ... τὸ παϑητικὸν ἐπ᾽ αὐτοῦ οὐχ ὡς τὸ κινητὸν ληπτέον, 
ἀτελὴς γὰρ ἢ κίνησις, ἀλλ᾽ ὡς ἐνέργειαν. 843 τὸ ἀμερές] Arist. Met. A 7, 1073a5-7 
μέγεϑος οὐδὲν ἔχειν ἐνδέχεται ταύτην τὴν οὐσίαν (sc. τὸ πρῶτον χινοῦν) ἀλλ᾽ ἀμερὴς 
καὶ ἀδιαίρετός ἐστιν. 8a5 πόλις ἢ ζῷον] Arist. MA 703a29-b2 ὑποληπτέον δὲ 
συνεστάναι τὸ ζῷον ὥσπερ πόλιν εὐνομουμένην κτλ. 


16 post ἡρεμεῖν add. δεῖ J | χινούμενον corr. Ross : κινοῦν w CL A | κινοῦν a W : om. 
Lat. : κινούμενον coni. Us. | post κινοῦν add. ἄτοπον J" 16-17 εἶναι τὸ κινοῦν οὐ 
γὰρ in spatio vel ras. و‎ litt. J" 17 πρῶτον κίνδυνος PJ A : κίνδυνος τὸ πρῶτον ut intell. 
Ar. | post πρῶτον add. καὶ JT 18 λογῶδες Y P : λογωειδες [-ωιδ- J] J", λογοειδὲς A 
CLA το καὶ] A:om. P, non vert. Ar. 20 δεῖν Laks ἃς Most : δεῖ w : ἀεὶ coni. Wim.” 
: πᾶν Kley (falso; v. infra text. Lat.) 21 κινεῖ œ : κινεῖται coni. Us.) [mouetur Tiph. 
Steph.] | ποιεῖν w : ποιοῦν coni. 75.7», τὸ ποιοῦν prop. Fobes 22 8° ἐάν P : dé ἄν J [¥] 
[A] | ἄγῃ [ἄγει JC] a A : ἀνάγῃ prop. Us, ἄγῃ vel ἀνάγῃ WY (yarudda) 8a1 μιμοῦνται 
ὦ : κινοῦνται coni. Us? [moueri Steph.] | τοῦ ἠρεμοῦντος PJ A : τὰ ἠρεμοῦντα J", ut 
intell Ar. 2 ti 175.2 : el œ C A : i] JFL, f] Bignone | οὐ συνακολουϑεῖ ἡ corr. Ross : οὖσιν 
ἀκολουϑεῖ ἡ P W, οὖσιν ἀκολουϑείη J A CL Α: οὖσιν ἀκολουϑοίη prop. Sylburg 
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for what causes movement to be [itself] in every instant moved, because 
then it would not be first””—runs the risk of being [an argument] of 
[mere] words and otherwise not worthy of belief, and rather calls for 
some better reason [to be given for it]. 


(16.1) And even sense-perception seems in some manner to concur in 
that it is possible for what causes movement not to have to be different 
from what it moves on the ground that [it] both acts and is acted upon? — 
and beyond this, [the same holds true] if one were to apply [it] to intellect 
itself and to god.?! 


(16.2) Neither does the other thing that has been said make any sense,” 
that the [things] that desire what is at rest do not imitate;? for why 
arent they accompanied by that of the others?*4 Except that, perhaps, 
one should not conceive [of these things] in the same way as if he were 
reducing to something without parts, but rather in such a way that 
the entire heavens? too—which, famously, they maintain to be most 
perfect—shall be as much as possible in harmony with themselves and 


7? Le., because it would require something else to set it in motion, and so on in an 
infinite regress. 

3? For the interpretation of this phrase see the commentary. Theophrastus here appeals 
to the observable fact of self-movement in living beings (cf. Ross 63), something granted 
also by Aristotle (Phys. 259b1 ff.), but without accepting Aristotle’s further and ultimate 
refutation of self-movement. 

3! That is, the same argument of the identity of mover and moved—of the possibility of 
self-movement—also applies, and much more cogently, to objects that the senses cannot 
perceive, intellect and god. 

82 [ e, at 5a23-25 above. 

85 The Greek has no object for “imitate;” it has been understood that the reference is 
to “what is at rest,” or “it” 

84 The text of this elliptical sentence is uncertain. As reconstructed, it may mean, “why 
in the case of the heavenly bodies is desire not accompanied by imitation, as in all other 
cases?” See the commentary. 

85 The heavens are used here in the sense of the entire universe; see above, note 41. 


7b20 


8a1 
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τι τῶν μεριστῶν f xoi 6 ὅλος οὐρανός, ὃν δή 
φασιν εἶναι τελεώτατον. 


(17) Ἐπιποϑεῖ δέ τινα καὶ τὰ τοιάδε λόγον: πῶς VI [17] 
ποτε τῶν ὄντων ὁ μερισμὸς εἰς ὕλην καὶ μορ- 
8a10 (ήν; πότερον ὡς τὸ μὲν ὄν, τὸ δὲ μὴ ὄν, δυνά- 
uet δ᾽ Ov καὶ ἀγόμενον εἰς ἐνέργειαν; ἢ OV μέν, 
ἀόριστον δέ, χαϑάπερ ἐν ταῖς τέχναις, ἡ δὲ γέ- 
γεσις ἢ οὐσία y αὐτῶν τῷ μορφοῦσθαι κατὰ 
τοὺς λόγους; Ἁλλ' οὕτω γ᾽ eig μὲν τὸ βέλτιον 
is τάχ᾽ ἂν ἡ μετάβασις εἴη, τὸ δ᾽ εἶναι οὐδὲν ἂν 
ἧττον ἀληϑὲς ὑπάρχοι κατ αὐτήν (οὐ γὰρ ἂν 
οὐδὲ γίνοιτο μὴ ὑπαρχούσης), ἀλλὰ τὸ μήτε τόδε 
μήτε ποιὸν μήτε ποσόν, ὡς ἀόριστον τοῖς εἴδεσιν, 
δύναμιν δέ τιν᾽ ἔχον. Ὅλως δὲ xav ἀναλογίαν 
20 ληπτέον ἐπὶ τὰς τέχνας καὶ εἴ τις ὁμοιότης ἄλλη. 


(18) Δόξειεν 6° ἂν xai τοῦτ᾽ ἔχειν ἀπορίαν, εἰ μὴ VII [18] 
ἄρα περιεργία τὸ ζητεῖν, τί δή ποτε ἡ φύσις 
καὶ ἡ ὅλη 8’ οὐσία τοῦ παντὸς ἐν ἐναντίοις ἐστίν, 
καὶ σχεδὸν ἰσομοιρεῖ τὸ χεῖρον τῷ βελτίονι, μᾶλ- 

25 λον δὲ καὶ πολλῷ πλέον ἐστίν, ὥστε δοκεῖν καὶ 
Εὐριπίδην καθόλου λέγειν ὡς 


8417-18 τὸ μήτε τόδε μήτε ποιὸν μήτε ποσόν] Arist. Met. Z 3, 1029a20-21 λέγω δ᾽ ὕλην 
ἢ καθ’ αὑτὴν μήτε τὶ μήτε ποσὸν μήτε ἄλλο μηδὲν λέγεται οἷς ὥρισται τὸ ὄν. 8a19- 
20 xav ἀναλογίαν ληπτέον ἐπὶ τὰς τέχνας] Arist. Phys. A 7, 191a7-12 ἢ δὲ ὑποκειμένη 
φύσις ἐπιστητὴ κατ᾽ ἀναλογίαν: ὡς γὰρ πρὸς ἀνδριάντα χαλκὸς ... τὸ ἄμορφον ἔχει 
πρὶν λαβεῖν τὴν μορφήν, οὕτως αὕτη πρὸς οὐσίαν ἔχει καὶ τὸ τόδε τι καὶ τὸ ὄν. 8423 
ἢ ὅλη δ᾽ οὐσία τοῦ παντὸς ἐν ἐναντίοις ἐστίν] Arist. Met. A 5, 986b3 οἱ Πυθαγόρειοι 
... ὅτι τἀναντία ἀρχαὶ τῶν ὄντων. T 2, 1005a3-5 πάντα γὰρ ἢ ἐναντία ἢ ἐξ ἐναντίων, 
ἀρχαὶ δὲ τῶν ἐναντίων τὸ Ev καὶ πλῆϑος.  8a24-25 ἰσομοιρεῖ τὸ χεῖρον ... πλέον 
ἐστίν] Plato Theaet. 176a5-6 οὔτ᾽ ἀπολέσϑαι τὰ χακὰ δυνατόν, ... ὑπεναντίον γάρ 
τι τῷ ἀγαϑῷ ἀεὶ εἶναι ἀνάγκη. Arist. Met. A 4, 984b32-985a2 τἀναντία τοῖς ἀγαϑοῖς 
ἐνόντα ἐφαίνετο ἐν τῇ φύσει, καὶ οὐ μόνον τάξις καὶ τὸ καλὸν ἀλλὰ καὶ ἀταξία καὶ τὸ 
αἰσχρόν, καὶ πλείω τὰ κακὰ τῶν ἀγαϑῶν καὶ τὰ φαῦλα τῶν καλῶν, κτλ. 


6 jj corr. Us? : | PJA W ACLA 11 Dv pr. V 820, prop. Zeller: 8v a A 12 ἡ δὲ 
ω CL A : ᾗ δὲ coni. Ross : εἶ δὲ coni. Us. : ἡ prop. Fobes, coni. Laks ἃς Most 13 ἢ YW 
(aw), coni. Us." : f PJ ACL: f, A | y PJ C, ye L A [VU] : δ᾽ A, prop. Fobes | vb P W A J! 
ιτῶν ] 16 xav αὐτήν P et Ψ ut vid. (fi l-uhrà, v. adn.) : καθ’ αὐτήν J, καθ’ αὑτήν A 
(secundum se ipsum) 20 εἴ] PA: P 22 περιεργία τὸ ζητεῖν Y (al-bahtu huwa mina 
I-fudüli) A (otiositas inquirere), prop. Dirlmeier : περιεργίαν τοῦ ζητεῖν [τοῦ ζητεῖν iter. 
P, περιέργειαν J] a : περιεργίαν, τοῦ ζητεῖν dist. Laks & Most : περιεργίαν, τὸ ζητεῖν 
Jaeger? 23 © a:om. A [V]: y' prop. Ross 1938 26 καθόλου a A : ὀρθῶς (sawab) vel 
similia ut intell. Ar. 
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integrated, as if they were a city or an animal or something else with 
parts.®° 


(17) In addition, also the following require some discussion. However is 
the division of beings into matter and shape [to be taken]?®” Whether 
the one as being and the other as not-being, but as being potentially 
and driven? towards actuality? Or, as being, but indeterminate, as in the 
crafts, while generation, or at any rate their?? substance,” [would come 
about] through being shaped in accordance with formal principles? But 
of course, in this [latter] way on the one hand the change would be likely 
for the better, and on the other, being would be no less truly predicated 
[of things] with respect to [their matter] (for they would not even come 
into being at all if [matter]?! did not exist), though [it would be being], 
as something indeterminate with regard to forms, that is neither this 
nor such nor so much but having a certain potentiality. In general, our 
understanding must be based on analogy with reference to the crafts and, 
if [there is] any other similarity, [on that one]. 


(18) It would seem that the following, too, involves an aporia—unless 
it is pedantry [even] to inquire—why in the world it is that nature, and 
indeed the entire substance” of the universe, consists of contraries, with 
the worse almost equaling the better—or rather being greater by far—so 
that even Euripides would seem to be making a universal statement when 


86 "Theophrastus here is apparently arguing that the imitation in question should be of 
the harmony and orderliness of the first principle and not of its rest. 

87 Or, according to Laks & Most, *how is the division into matter and form at all [to 
be related] to beings?" 

88 'The Greek participle, agómenon, is ambiguous: it could be either middle voice, “in 
progress towards,” or passive, “being led towards" (cf. van Raalte 364-365). “Driven” is 
intended to reproduce this ambiguity: either driven inwardly or by an external agent. 

8° The pronoun must refer to the “beings” mentioned in the initial question in 8a9; see 
the commentary. 

50 Ousia, as used in this sense in the corresponding Aristotelian passage (Phys. 
191a11); see the Loci Paralleli and the commentary at 4a13. 

51 Both here and in the preceding line the feminine pronoun and participle refer 
unequivocally to matter (hyle). 

92 Ousia here in the sense of formal constitution; cf. 10a3 and 11b26 and see the 
commentary at 4a13. 


8a10 


15 


20 


25 
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8b26|27 οὐκ ἂν γένοιτο | χωρὶς ἐσϑλά. 
27 “O δὲ τοιοῦτος λόγος ἐγγὺς τοῦ 
8bi ζητεῖν 6 τι ov πάντ᾽ ἀγαϑὰ οὐδὲ πάντα ὅμοια, 
καὶ ὅ τι κατὰ πάντων μὲν τὸ εἶναι λέγομεν, οὐ- 
δὲν δὲ ὅμοιον ἀλλήλοις, χαϑάπερ τὰ λευκὰ καὶ 
4 μέλανα ἐν αὐτοῖς. 


4 (18.1) Ἔτι δὲ τὸ δοχοῦν παραδοξότε- 
5 ρον, ὡς οὐχ οἷόν τε TO OV ἄνευ τῶν ἐναντίων. 


(18.2) Οἱ & ἔτι πλέονι τῷ παραδόξῳ χρώμενοι καὶ τὸ 
μὴ OV μηδὲ γεγονὸς μηδὲ μέλλον προσκαταριϑμοῦ- 
ow εἰς τὴν τοῦ παντὸς φύσιν. “AAV ἥδε μὲν οἷον 
ὑπερβατός τις σοφία, τὸ δὲ Ov ὅτι πολλαχῶς, VIII [πο] 
10 φανερόν. H γὰρ αἴσθησις καὶ τὰς διαφορὰς 
ϑεωρεῖ καὶ τὰς αἰτίας Inter τάχα δ᾽ ἀληϑέσ- 
τερον εἰπεῖν ὡς ὑποβάλλει τῇ διανοίᾳ τὰ μὲν 
ἁπλῶς ζητοῦσα, τὰ δ᾽ ἀπορίαν ἐνεργαζομένη, 
δι ἧς, κἂν μὴ δύνηται προβαίνειν, ὅμως ču- 
15 φαίνεταί τι φῶς ἐν τῷ μὴ φωτὶ ζητούντων 
ἐπὶ πλέον. Τὸ ἐπίστασθαι ἄρα οὐκ ἄνευ ĝa- 
φορᾶς τινος. Εἴ τε γὰρ ἕτερα ἀλλήλων διαφορά 
τις, Ev τε τοῖς καθόλου πλειόνων ὄντων τῶν ὑπὸ 
τὰ καθόλου διαφέρειν ἀνάγκη καὶ ταῦτα, ἐάν τε 
20 γένη τὰ καθόλου ἐάν T εἴδη. 


8b3-4 καϑάπερ τὰ λευκὰ καὶ μέλανα ἐν αὐτοῖς] Arist. Cat. 14a20-22 λευκὸν μὲν γὰρ 
καὶ μέλαν ἐν τῷ αὐτῷ γένει χρῶμα γὰρ αὐτῶν τὸ γένος. 8b6-8 τὸ μὴ öv... φύσιν] 
Theophr. Phys. Opin. fr. 8 (Diels 483-484) ἔτι δὲ οὐδὲν μᾶλλον τὸ Ov ἢ τὸ μὴ Óv ὑπάρχειν, 
καὶ αἴτια ὁμοίως εἶναι τοῖς γινομένοις ἄμφω. ... τῷ κενῷ ... ὅπερ μὴ Ov ἐκάλει καὶ 
οὐχ ἔλαττον τοῦ ὄντος εἶναί φησι. 820 τὸ δὲ dv ὅτι πολλαχῶς] Arist. Met. T 2, 
1003b5-10 τὸ Ov λέγεται πολλαχῶς ... μὴ ὄν φαμεν. 8b10-12 ἡ γὰρ αἴσϑησις ... 
ὑποβάλλει τῇ διανοίᾳ] Theophr. fr. 301B FHS&G Θεόφραστος δὲ τὴν αἴσϑησιν ἀρχὴν 
εἶναι πίστεώς φησιν: ἀπὸ γὰρ ταύτης αἱ ἀρχαὶ πρὸς τὸν λόγον τὸν ἐν ἡμῖν καὶ τὴν 
διάνοιαν ἐχτείνονται. 8b10-11 διαφορὰς, αἰτίας] Arist. ΗΑ 491a9-12 ἵνα πρῶτον 
τὰς ὑπαρχούσας διαφορὰς καὶ τὰ συμβεβηκότα πᾶσι λάβωμεν, μετὰ δὲ τοῦτο τὰς 
αἰτίας τούτων πειρατέον εὑρεῖν. 


26 ox PJ WA: 008 P. 8b4 τὰ μέλανα A, ut interpr. Ar. [A] | post μέλανα dist. Ross, 
van Raalte | ἔτι non vert. Ar. 12 ὑποβάλλει PW:üneg-JA 13 ἐνεργαζομένη P : 
ἐνεργαζομένηι J : ἐργαζομένη CL A et fort. A : ἐνεργαζόμενα ut intell. Ar. 15 và P Y 
A : Tò J | post ζητούντων add. ἡμῶν A? Ar. 17 εἴω: coni. Us.2 20 γένη ... εἴδη Y 
A A Tiph. : γένει... εἴδει PJ CL! : γένη ... εἴδει L 
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he says, 

“Good things cannot come to pass alone??? 
But such a way ofspeaking?! comes near to wanting to know why [things] 
are not all ofthem good or all ofthem alike, and why, though we predicate 
being of all [things], there is nothing [through which they are] similar to 
one another as [there is between] white and black [things] among them.” 


(18.1) Further, what appears more paradoxical: that being cannot be 
without contraries. 


(18.2) And again, those who indulge in even greater paradox add to the 
nature of the universe also that which is not and has not been and will 
not be. Now this in particular may well be a sort of *wisdom" that has 
gone too far, but that "that which is" is manifold, is evident. For sense 
perception both observes the differences and seeks the causes;? though 
perhaps it is closer to the truth to say that it prompts the faculty of thought 
partly by simply searching and partly by producing an aporia through 
whose consideration, even if it is not able?” to advance, some light still 
makes its appearance in the non-light as [we] search further. Knowing, 
then, [does] not [occur] without some difference.?* For both, if [things] 
are other than each other, there is some difference, and, in the case of 
universals where the [things that fall] under the universals are more than 
one, these too differ of necessity, be the universals genera or species. 


53 Aeolus, fr. 21 Nauck. The sense of “even” here in “even Euripides” (kai Euripidén), 
"Euripides, too,” would seem to be that even a literary person and not a philosopher could 
be making universal statements with philosophical import. Cf. van Raalte 384. 

54 Le., asking why nature consists of contraries. 

55 Le., the genus color shared by black things and white things. 

?6 Le. the differences distinguishing one being from another and their causes. Cf. the 
Arabic translation. 

97 The subject of this verb is taken universally by commentators to be the faculty of 
thought. 

35 T.e., without the presence of some difference. 


8b1 
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8b20 (18.3) Σχεδὸν δὲ καὶ ἔπι- [20] 
στήμη πᾶσα τῶν ἰδίων: ἥ τε γὰρ οὐσία καὶ τὸ 
τί ἦν εἶναι καθ’ ἕκαστον ἴδιον, τά τε ϑεωρούμενα 
καθ’ ἑαυτὰ καὶ οὐ κατὰ συμβεβηκὸς ἦν ἂν τὶ κατὰ 
24 τινός. 


24 (18.4) Ὅλως δὲ τὸ ἐν πλείοσιν τὸ αὐτὸ συνι- 
25 δεῖν ἐπιστήμης, ἤτοι κοινῇ καὶ καϑόλου λεγόμενον 
ἢ ἰδίᾳ πως xa? ἕκαστον, οἷον ἀριϑμοῖς γραμμαῖς, 
ζῴοις φυτοῖς: τέλεος © ἡ ἐξ ἀμφοῖν. Εἰσὶ δ᾽ 
οαι ἔνιαι μὲν ὧν καϑόλου τέλος (ἐν τούτῳ γὰρ τὸ 
αἴτιον), τῶν δὲ τὸ ἐν μέρει, xaf ὅσα διαίρεσις 
εἰς τὰ ἄτομα, καϑάπερ ἐν τοῖς πρακτοῖς καὶ mom- 
τοῖς οὕτως γὰρ αὐτῶν ἡ ἐνέργεια. Ταὐτὸ δ᾽ ἐπι- [21] 
5 στάμεϑα καὶ οὐσίᾳ xoi ἀριϑμῷ καὶ εἴδει καὶ γένει 
καὶ ἀναλογίᾳ καὶ, εἰ ἄρα, παρὰ ταῦτα διαιρέσει, 
διὰ πλείστου δὲ τὸ κατ ἀναλογίαν, ὡς ἂν ἀπέ- 
χοντες πλεῖστον, τὰ μὲν δι ἡμᾶς αὐτούς, τὰ δὲ 
διὰ τὸ ὑποκείμενον, τὰ δὲ διὰ τἄμφω. 


10 (19) Πλεοναχῶς © ὄντος τοῦ ἐπίστασθαι, πῶς ἕκα- [22] 
στα μεταδιωκτέον; Ἀρχὴ καὶ μέγιστον ὃ οἰχεῖος 
τρόπος, οἷον τὰ πρῶτα καὶ νοητά, καὶ τὰ χινητὰ 
καὶ ὑπὸ τὴν φύσιν, αὐτῶν τε τούτων τὰ ἐν ἀρχῇ 


8b20-22 ἐπιστήμη ... ἴδιον] Arist. Top. A 4, 101b19-23 τοῦ ἰδίου τὸ μὲν τὸ τί ἦν 
εἶναι σηµαίνει ... καὶ καλείσθω ... ὅρος, τὸ δὲ λοιπὸν κατὰ τὴν κοινὴν ... ὀνομασίαν 
προσαγορευέσϑω ἴδιον. 9a4-6 ταὐτὸ ... διαιρέσει] Arist. Met. A 9, 1018a5-7 τὰ δὲ 
(sc. λέγεται ταὐτὰ) καθ’ αὑτὰ ὁσαχῶσπερ καὶ τὸ ἕν: καὶ γὰρ ὧν ἡ ὕλη μία ἢ εἴδει ἢ 
ἀριϑμῷ ταὐτὰ λέγεται καὶ ὧν ἢ οὐσία μία. Δ 6, 1016b31-2 τὰ μὲν κατ᾽ ἀριϑμόν ἐστιν 
ἕν, τὰ δὲ κατ’ εἶδος, τὰ δὲ κατὰ γένος, τὰ δὲ κατ’ ἀναλογίαν. Top. A 1, 120b36 ei μὴ èv 
τῇ αὐτῇ διαιρέσει τὸ γένος xai τὸ εἶδος, ἀλλὰ τὸ μὲν οὐσία τὸ δὲ ποιόν, κτλ. 


21 AP ΨΛ:εἴ] 23 ἂν τὶ κατὰ τινός Ross : ἄν τι κατά [κατα J] τινος PJ : ἄν τι κατὰ 
τινός Us. 24 ὅλως w : ὁμοίως coni. Us. : ὅμως prop. Fobes 25 χοινῇ V ('ammiyyan) 
A (comuni) : κοινὴ PJ | καὶ om. J] 26 πως non vert. Ar. | post γραμμαῖς dist. Ar. 27 
τέλεος δ᾽ ἡ [ἡ om. Ar., v. infra] ¥ (wa-l-ma‘rifa al-kamila), τελεος δ᾽ ἡ P : τέλος δὲ J A 
CL A :τέλος & ἡ Brandis | ἡ ἐξ ἀμφοῖν εἰσὶ δ᾽ om. Ψ vel interpres e homoeoteleuton 
(δ᾽--δ᾽) | εἰσὶ ego, v. adn. : ἔστιν a A: om. Ar. in lac. gaı ἔνιαι μὲν ὧν ego, v. adn. : ἔνια 
τῶν μὲν PJ! (μὲν om. J, add. s.l. J!) W A CL A: ἔνια ὧν μὲν coni. Laks ἃς Most, ἔνια, ὧν 
coni. van Raalte : ἐνίων μὲν τὸ coni. Wim.?? : ἐνίων μὲν coni. Ross : ἔνϑα τῶν μὲν coni. 
Us? 2 6£10 :0' Us! 3 πρακτοῖς PJ WA: πρακτικοῖς A CL 4 ταὐτὸ] WA: 
ταυτωιΡ 6 post ei ἄρα, distinxi 7 τὸ ὦ :τῷ coni. Us.b? | ἀπέχοντες a W : ἀπέχοντα 
A (distantia), prop. Dirlmeier : ἀπέχοντος coni. Ross 
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(18.3) In addition, almost all knowledge is of unique properties, for 
both, on the one hand, the essence and “the what-it-is-to-be” for each 
are unique properties, and, on the other, what [things] are observed 
essentially and not accidentally would be in each case something of 
something.” 


(18.4) In general, though, to perceive simultaneously the identical in 
many is [the task] of knowledge, whether, in fact, it is said [of them] 
in common and universally or in some unique way with regard to each, 
as, for example, in numbers and lines, and animals and plants; complete 
is the one [consisting] of both. There are, however, some [knowledges] 
whose end is the universal (for therein is their cause), while of others it is 
the particular, those in respect of which division!” [can proceed] down 
to the individuals,'®! as in the case of [things] done and [things] made: 
for this is how their actualized state is." Well, the identical we come to 
know with respect to essence, to number, to species, to genus, to analogy, 
and with respect to a division besides these, if there is one at all; across the 
greatest [distance], though, [we come to know] that [which is identical] 
with respect to analogy, insofar as we are, as it were, the farthest removed, 
partly owing to ourselves, partly to the subject matter, and partly to both. 


(19) Since, then, knowing [occurs] in very many ways, how is each [class 
of things] to be pursued? The starting point and the most important 
is the appropriate manner [of pursuing each class], such as the first 
and intelligible [things], the [things] that are movable and [fall] under 


?? Le., an essential attribute belonging to some concrete thing. The least interpretive 
reading of this clause would be, ^what are observed [to be] essential and not accidental 
[attributes] would be in each case a certain thing [belonging] to some other [particular] 
thing? See the commentary. 

100 Division here and in what immediately follows refers specifically to the systematic 
classification of things into categories as practiced in the Academy (cf. Laks & Most 
66n24). 

1?! [n the original, etymological sense of individual, in Greek (dtomon) as in English, 
indivisible entity. 

102 Enérgeia; see the commentary at 5a7. 
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καὶ "Tû" ἑπόμενα μέχρι ζῴων καί φυτῶν καὶ ἐσχά- 

9a15 των τῶν ἀψύχων. Ἔστιν γάρ τι καθ’ ἕκαστον yé- 
νος ἴδιον, ὥσπερ καὶ ἐν τοῖς μαθηματικοῖς ἔχει [23] 
δὲ καὶ αὐτὰ τὰ µαθήµατα διαφορὰν καίπερ ὅμο- 
γενῆ πως ὄντα: διῄρηται © ἱκανῶς. Εἰ δὲ καὶ ἔνια 
γνωστὰ τῷ ἄγνωστα εἶναι, καθάπερ τινές φασιν, 

20 ἴδιος ἂν O τρόπος εἴη, διαιρέσεως δέ τινος δεῖ- 
ται τάχα δ᾽ ἐφ᾽ ὧν ἐνδέχεται, κατ ἀναλογίαν oi- 
κειότερον λέγειν ἢ αὐτῷ τῷ ἀγνώστῳ, χαϑάπερ 

23 El τις τῷ ἀοράτῳ τὸ ὁρατόν. 


23 (20a) Πόσοι δ᾽ οὖν τρό- 
24 ποι καὶ ποσαχῶς τὸ εἰδέναι, πειρατέον διελεῖν. (20b) H [24] 
25 © ἀρχὴ πρὸς αὐτὰ ταῦτα καὶ πρῶτον τὸ ἀφορί- 
σαι τί τὸ ἐπίστασϑαι. Χαλεπώτερον Ó' ἂν δόξειεν: 
οὐ γὰρ οἷόν τε καϑόλου καὶ κοινόν τι λαβεῖν ἐν 
9bi τοῖς πλεοναχῶς λεγομένοις. (20c1) Ἢ καὶ τοῦτ᾽ 
ἄπορον ἢ οὐ ῥάδιόν γε εἰπεῖν μέχρι πόσου καὶ 
τίνων ζητητέον αἰτίας ὁμοίως ἔν τε τοῖς al- 
σθητοῖς καὶ νοητοῖς: ἡ γὰρ εἰς τὸ ἄπειρον ὁδὸς 
5 Ev ἀμφοῖν ἀλλοτρία καὶ ἀναιροῦσα τὸ φρονεῖν. 
Αρχαὶ δὲ τρόπον τινὰ ἄμφω: τάχα Ó' ἡ μὲν ἡμῖν 
ἡ δ᾽ ἁπλῶς, ἢ τὸ μὲν τέλος N Ô ἡμετέρα τις 


9a16-18 ἔχει ... ἱκανῶς] Arist. Met. E 1, 1026a25-27 οὗ γὰρ 6 αὐτὸς τρόπος οὐδ᾽ 
ἐν ταῖς μαϑηματικαῖς (sc. ἐπιστήμαις), ἀλλ᾽ ἡ μὲν γεωμετρία καὶ ἀστρολογία περί 
τινα φύσιν εἰσίν, ἡ δὲ καθόλου πασῶν κοινή.  gb2 ἄπορον ἢ οὐ ῥάδιόν γε εἰπεῖν] 
Arist. Met. M ο, 1085a29 ei μὴ ῥάδιον δεῖ λέγειν τὸ ἀδύνατον. — 9b4-5 ἡ γὰρ εἷς 
τὸ ἄπειρον ὁδὸς ... φρονεῖν] Theophr. fr. 159.2-5 FHS&G εἰ γὰρ καὶ τῶν πρώτων τὰ 
αἴτια ζητήσομεν καὶ τῶν αὐϑυποστάτων γενέσεις ἐπινοήσομεν, εἰς ἄπειρον προϊόντες 
λησόμεϑα καὶ τέλος οὐδὲν ἔχον τῆς θεωρίας. Arist. Met. a 2, 994220 οἱ τὸ ἄπειρον 
ποιοῦντες ... τὸ ἐπίστασϑαι ἀναιροῦσιν οἱ οὕτως λέγοντες, κτλ. Γ 4, 1006a6-9 ἔστι 
γὰρ ἀπαιδευσία τὸ μὴ γιγνώσχειν τίνων δεῖ ζητεῖν ἀπόδειξιν καὶ τίνων οὐ δεῖ ὅλως μὲν 
γὰρ ἁπάντων ἀδύνατον ἀπόδειξιν εἶναι εἰς ἄπειρον γὰρ ἂν βαδίζοι, ὥστε μηδ᾽ οὕτως 
εἶναι ἀπόδειξιν. 966-7 ἀρχαὶ ... ἁπλῶς] Arist. APo. 7221-3 πρὸς ἡμᾶς μὲν πρότερα 
καὶ γνωριμώτερα τὰ ἐγγύτερον τῆς αἰσθήσεως, ἁπλῶς δὲ πρότερα καὶ γνωριμώτερα 
τὰ πορρώτερον. 


14 τὰ Ψ (mà minha), add. Wim.? : om. a [A] το γνωστὰ ]: γνωτὰΡ [YW] [A] 22 ἢ 
VACLA:1nB57:17J'utvid. 23 ὁρατόν w CL: ἀόρατον A, edd. a Ross (praeter van 
Raalte) 23-26 πόσοι--ἐπίστασϑαι om. Lat. 23 δ᾽ οὖν P Y :ôèJ:om. Lat. 26 ti PJ Y 
:om.JLat. gbı ij«:f|coni Ross 3 αἰτίας PJ A: ἀρχὰς ut interpr. Ar. 6 ἀρχαὶ PJ’ 
WY, ἀρχὰ J: ἀρχαςΡ: ἀρχῆς CL, ἀρχὴ ΛΑ 7-8 τις ἀρχή P Ψ A: της αρχηι J 
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nature, and of these latter, those at the head!” and "those" that follow, 
right down to animals, plants, and lastly to inanimate [things]. For 
there is something unique’ relating to each genus [of things], as also 
in mathematicals; furthermore, even mathematics itself is differentiated 
despite being somehow homogeneous—but the distinction has been 
made sufficiently.’ And if, in addition, some [things] are known by 
being unknown, as some maintain, this manner would be unique [to 
them] but needs some sort of division;! though perhaps, for those 
[cases] in which it is possible, it is more appropriate to call [this manner 
of knowing knowing] by analogy than by the very [attribute of being] 
unknown, as if one [were to call seeing] what is seen by means of [its 
being] unseen.!” 


(20a) One should try to distinguish, then, how many manners [of inves- 
tigation there are], and in how many ways knowing [occurs]. (20b) The 
starting point with reference to these [things] themselves and the first 
[step] is to mark the boundaries of what knowing is. But this would seem 
more difficult,'° for it is not possible to apprehend something univer- 
sal and common in the case of [things] said in very many ways. (20c1) 
Or actually this is a matter of aporia, or at least not easy to say, how 
far and up to which [things] search for causes should extend, alike in 
the case of sensibles and of intelligibles, for the route to infinity is in 
both cases inappropriate and destructive of understanding. (Both are, 
in some manner, starting points: perhaps the one for us and the other 
absolutely, or the one is an end and the other some starting point of 


103 Te., the celestial bodies. 

104 Le, in the manner of being investigated. 

105 Presumably, as Ross 67 observes, in the Peripatetic School. 

106 Te., some sort of list arrived at by division as practiced in the Academy (for which 
see Ross 1951, 144-145, and Laks & Most 66n24), and especially by Speusippus (if this 
passage refers to him; see the Appendix); cf. the divisions list mentioned in the preceding 
paragraph at 9a5-6. 

107 For the analysis that led to the translation presented here see the Appendix. It is not 
known precisely to what and to whom Theophrastus is referring in this passage, though it 
is more than likely that he has Speusippus in mind (as elsewhere in this Essay) who held 
that a thing is defined (and thus known) through the complex of its relations to all other 
things. 

108 Te., marking the boundaries of knowledge, or determining with precision what its 
objects are, is more difficult than distinguishing the different ways of knowing; see the 
structure of this whole argument given in the commentary at 9b1. 
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ἀρχή. Μέχρι μὲν οὖν τινὸς δυνάµεθα δι αἰτίου [25] 
ϑεωρεῖν, ἀρχὰς ἀπὸ τῶν αἰσϑήσεων λαμβάνοντες: 
gbio ὅταν δὲ ἐπ᾽ αὐτὰ τὰ ἄκρα καὶ πρῶτα μεταβαίνω- 
μεν, οὐκέτι δυνάμεϑα, εἴτε διὰ τὸ μὴ ἔχειν al- 
τίαν εἴτε διὰ τὴν ἡμετέραν ἀσϑένειαν ὥσπερ 
πρὸς τὰ φωτεινότατα βλέπειν. Τάχα δ᾽ ἐκεῖνο 
ἀληϑέστερον ὡς αὐτῷ τῷ νῷ τῶν τοιούτων N 
15 ϑεωρία ϑιγόντι καὶ οἷον ἁψαμένῳ, διὸ καὶ οὐκ 

ἔστιν ἀπάτη περὶ αὐτά. (2002) Χαλεπὴ δὲ καὶ εἰς αὐτὸ [26] 
tov ἡ σύνεσις καὶ ἡ πίστις--ἐπεὶ καὶ ἄλλως μέγα 
καὶ πρὸς τὰς καθ’ ἕκαστα πραγματείας ἀναγκαῖον 
καὶ μάλιστα τὰς μεγίστας--ἐν τίνι ποιητέον τὸν 
20 ὅρον, οἷον περί τε "τὰς τῆς φύσεως καὶ περὶ τὰς ἔτι 
προτέρας. Οἱ γὰρ ἁπάντων ζητοῦντες λόγον ἀναι- 
ροῦσιν λόγον, ἅμα δὲ καὶ τὸ εἰδέναι μᾶλλον δ᾽ 


9b8-12 μέχρι... μὴ ἔχειν αἰτίαν] Arist. APo. 87b37-88a8 αἰσθάνεσθαι μὲν γὰρ ἀνάγκη 
καϑ’ ἕκαστον, ἢ δ᾽ ἐπιστήμη τὸ τὸ καθόλου γνωρίζειν ἐστίν. ... êx τοῦ ϑεωρεῖν 
τοῦτο πολλάκις συμβαῖνον τὸ καθόλου ἂν ϑηρεύσαντες ἀπόδειξιν εἴχομεν. ... τὸ 
δὲ καθόλου ... δηλοῖ τὸ αἴτιον: ὥστε περὶ τῶν τοιούτων ἡ καθόλου τιμιωτέρα τῶν 
αἰσϑήσεων καὶ τῆς νοήσεως, ὅσων ἕτερον τὸ αἴτιον: περὶ δὲ τῶν πρώτων ἄλλος λόγος. 
gbıo αὐτὰ τὰ ἄκρα καὶ πρῶτα] Plat. Epist. VII 34445 ἔγραψέν τι τῶν περὶ φύσεως 
ἄκρων καὶ πρώτων. ΟΕ Phaedo 78dı-4, Resp. 49363, etc. αὐτὸ τὸ καλόν, Resp. 53464 
αὐτὸ τὸ ἀγαϑόν, Arist. Protrept. fr. 48,3 αὐτῶν τῶν πρώτων.  9b12-13 εἴτε διὰ τὴν 
ἡμετέραν ἀσϑένειαν ... βλέπειν] Arist. Met. a 1, 993b8-11 οὐκ ἐν τοῖς πράγμασιν ἀλλ᾽ 
ἐν ἡμῖν τὸ αἴτιον αὐτῆς (ος. τῆς τῆς περὶ τῆς ἀληϑείας ϑεωρίας κατὰ δεύτερον τρόπον 
χαλεπότητος)’ ὥσπερ γὰρ τὰ τῶν νυχτερίδων ὄμματα πρὸς τὸ φέγγος ἔχει τὸ μεϑ’ 
ἡμέραν, οὕτω καὶ τῆς ἡμετέρας ψυχῆς 6 νοῦς πρὸς τὰ τῇ φύσει φανερώτατα πάντων. 
9b14-16 αὐτῷ τῷ νῷ ... ἀπάτη περὶ αὐτά] Arist. Met. © 10, 1051b17-32 περὶ δὲ δὴ 
τὰ ἀσύνϑετα ... τὸ μὲν ϑιγεῖν καὶ φάναι ἀληϑές ... τὸ δ᾽ ἀγνοεῖν μὴ διγγάνειν .. . OOO 
δή ἐ ἔστιν ὅπερ : εἶναί τι καὶ ἐνεργείᾳ, περὶ ταῦτα 00% ἔστιν ἀπατηϑῆναι ἀλλ᾽ ἢ νοεῖν ἢ 
μή. 9b21-22 οἱ γὰρ ἁπάντων ζητοῦντες λόγον ... τὸ εἰδέναι] Arist. APo. 72b5- 
7 ἐνίοις μὲν οὖν διὰ τὸ δεῖν τὰ πρῶτα ἐπίστασϑαι οὗ δοχεῖ € ἐπιστήμη εἶναι, τοῖς δ᾽ 
εἶναι μέν, πάντων μέντοι ἀπόδειξις εἶναι: ὧν οὐδέτερον οὔτ᾽ ἀληϑὲς οὔτ᾽ ἀναγκαῖον. 
Met. K 6, 1063b10-11 μηϑὲν γὰρ τιϑέντες (sc. οὗ μηκέτι λόγον ἀπαιτοῦσιν) à ἀναιροῦσι 
τὸ διαλέγεσϑαι καὶ ὅλως λόγον. Theophr. fr. 159.5-8 FHS&G ὥσπερ γὰρ 6 πάντα 
ἀποδεικτὰ νενομικὼς αὐτὴν μάλιστα τὴν ἀπόδειξιν ἀναιρεῖ, τοῦτον τὸν τρόπον καὶ 
6 πάντων αἰτίας ἐπιζητῶν ἄρδην ἀνατρέπει τὰ ὄντα πάντα καὶ τὴν τάξιν αὐτῶν τὴν 
ἀπό τινος ὡρισμένης ἀρχῆς προϊοῦσαν. 


8 τινὸς V A : τίνος P : τινος J | δι᾽ αἰτίου a : αἰτίας ut interpr. Ar., δι᾽ αἰτίας ut interpr. 
Lat. 13 βλέπειν PJ A: βλέποντες ut intell. Ar, coni. Us." 15 ϑιγόντι corr. Wim.! : 
ϑίγοντια [¥] [A] 17 σύνεσιςα A : ζήτησις Y (baht; cf. 6022) 19 èv tivi P Y : ἔντινι 
JA 20 te tag Ψ (ilm) v. adn. : te a A: τὰς coni. 75.7, τὴν Us.!, τὰ prop. van Raalte 
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ours.!® Up to a point, then, we are able to conduct studies by means of 
a cause" by taking starting points from sense-perceptions; but when 
we move on to “the first and highest” [things] themselves, we are no 
longer able to, either because they have no cause or because of our 
own lack of strength, as it were, to look in the direction of the bright- 
est [things]. But perhaps that is closer to the truth, that the contem- 
plation of such [things] is by means of the intellect itself as it makes 
contact with and touches [them], as it were, which is also why there 
can be no deception about them.) (20c2) So, reaching understanding 
and conviction, seeing that it is otherwise important and necessary in 
studies of each particular [thing] and especially [in] the most important 
ones, is difficult with regard to this very [issue] here: at which [point] to 
set the boundary— [the boundary], that is, both regarding "the" [stud- 
ies] of nature and regarding those even prior.!!! For!!? those who seek 
proof of everything do away with proof, and at the same time with 


10? The chiasmus in this construction has been noted by the commentators. The sen- 
sibles constitute the starting point for us (who proceed from down up) while the intel- 
ligibles are starting points absolutely (i.e., containing, as they do, the explanation of the 
universe from top down); but if so, as absolute starting points in this sense, they also 
constitute the end toward which we tend when we start from some sensibles. 

110 Le, we are able “to acquire knowledge of them by identifying their cause" (van 
Raalte 454), which is in keeping with Theophrastus statement about the search for 
causes. Studies by means ofa cause, however, cannot go on indefinitely because "the route 
to infinity"-infinite regress—must be avoided. 

111 Te, studies on subjects that are prior to the objects of nature, viz., mathematics 
and metaphysics. For the concept of boundaries existing in reality and which should be 
observed in the search for knowledge see Part I, Chapter 1.3 and note 58. 

112 The function of “for” (gar) here is to give the reason why setting a boundary in the 
various disciplines of inquiry is difficult: if no boundary is set, one would go on seeking 
proof for everything ad infinitum. See the commentary at 9b24 for a statement of the 
argument. 
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ἀληϑέστερον εἰπεῖν ὅτι ζητοῦσιν ὧν οὐκ ἔστιν 
οὐδὲ πέφυχεν ( x + + ) ὅσοι τὸν οὐρανὸν ἀΐδιον ὑπο- 
9b25 λαμβάνουσιν, ἔτι δὲ τὰ κατὰ τὰς φορὰς καὶ τὰ [27] 
μεγέθη καὶ τὰ σχήματα καὶ τὰς ἀποστάσεις καὶ 
ὅσα ἄλλα ἀστρολογία δείκνυσιν, τούτοις κατάλοι- 
10a1 πον τά τε πρῶτα κινοῦντα καὶ τὸ τίνος ἕνεχα λέ- 
yew καὶ τίς ἡ φύσις ἑκάστου καὶ ἡ πρὸς ἄλληλα 
ϑέσις καὶ ἡ τοῦ σύμπαντος οὐσία, καὶ ὑποβαίνοντι 
δὴ πρὸς τὰ ἄλλα καθ’ ἕκαστον τῶν εἰδῶν ἢ us- 
5 ρῶν ἄχρι ζῴων καὶ φυτῶν. 


5 (21) Εἰ οὖν ἀστρολογία 
συνεργεῖ μέν, οὐχ ἐν τοῖς πρώτοις δέ, τῆς φύσεως 
ἕτερα τὰ κυριώτατ ἂν εἴη καὶ πρότερα: καὶ γὰρ 
δὴ xoi Ó τρόπος, ὡς οἴονταί, τινες, οὐ φυσικὸς ἢ 
οὐ πᾶς. Καίτοι τό ye κινεῖσθαι καὶ ἁπλῶς τῆς 

ιο φύσεως οἰκεῖον καὶ μάλιστα τοῦ οὐρανοῦ. Διὸ καὶ 
(ei) ἡ ἐνέργεια τῆς οὐσίας ἑκάστου καὶ TO καθ’ ἕκα- 
στον ὅταν ἐνεργῇ καὶ κινεῖται, καϑάπερ ἐν τοῖς 
ζῴοις καὶ φυτοῖς (εἰ δὲ μή, ὁμώνυμα), δῆλον ὅτι 
κἂν ὃ οὐρανὸς ἐν τῇ περιφορᾷ κατὰ τὴν οὐσίαν 

15 εἴη, χωριζόμενος δὲ καὶ ἠρεμῶν ὁμώνυμος: οἷον 
γὰρ ζωή τις ἡ περιφορὰ τοῦ παντός. *AQ’ οὖν εἴ [28] 
γε μηδ᾽ ἐν τοῖς ζῴοις τὴν ζωὴν ἢ ὡδὶ ζητητέον, 


9b23-24 ζητοῦσιν (sc. λόγον) ὧν οὐχ ἔστιν οὐδὲ πέφυκεν] Arist. Met. Γ 6, 1011a12- 
13 λόγον γὰρ ζητοῦσιν ὧν οὐχ ἔστι λόγος: ἀποδείξεως γὰρ ἀρχὴ οὐχ ἀπόδειξίς ἐστιν. 
10412-16 κινεῖται... παντός] Arist. DA 413a22-24 πλεοναχῶς δὲ τοῦ ζῆν λεγομένου, 
... ζῆν αὐτό φαμεν, οἷον νοῦς, αἴσϑησις, κίνησις, κτλ. 


24 lac. ind. Us.1”, v. adn. | ὅσοι (δὲ) prop. Zeller : τοῖς οὖν prop. Us. 27 ἀστρολογία 
δείκνυσιν [post ἀστρολογία add. δὲ J] ὦ: ἀστρολογικὰ δεικνῦσιν coni. Us.” | τούτοις 
κατάλοιπον P W : τούτοις κατὰλοιπόν: ]: ταῦτα κατέλιπον ut interpr. Lat. 1041 τά 
τερ Ψ:τἀδὲ]Λ 3 δέσις] Ψ: θέσεις P: om. Lat. in lac. 4 τῶν om. J |Ñ μερῶν CL et 
Spengel, sed corruptelam susp. ego : ἡμερῶν PJ, ἡμέρων A : (τῶν εἰργημένων Ar. (allati 
qulnä), an etiam V? : om. Lat. in lac. 5 post φυτῶν add. καὶ ἀψύχων Steinmetz 1964 
[ερψ:ἡ]:ἡ μὲν Λ 6 post dé dist. Laks & Most : post φύσεως dist. JP Ar. edd. [A] 
7 κυριώτατ’ P : κυριώτατα J [P] [A] 10-11 τοῦ 0100070-00“ ἕκαστον om. Ar. | 
καὶ (£i) ἡ addidi : καὶ fj PJ [A], om. Ar. in lac. : εἰ Ñ coni. Wim. : καὶ εἰ coni. Us? 12 
χινεῖται CL B : κινῆται PJ W A [A] 13 μὴ ὁμώνυμα non dist. Ar. 14 xàv PJACA: 
οὐκ ἂν L: non vert. Ar. 16 ûe’ V (layta si'ri) A (utrum) O :àọ P: ûe’ J CLA 17 ye 
Sylburg : tea A [V] | und’ ἐν P : μηδὲν J Y A | ἢ ὡδὶ edd., T] ωδὶ sic P : 68 J : ἢ τόδε 
ut intell. Ar. : δὴ ut intell. Lat. 
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knowing, too;!! or rather, it is closer to the truth to say that they seek 
[proof] of [things of] which there neither is nor by their very nature can 
be any. (* * *) those who assume the heavens to be eternal!” and, further, 
what has to do with the movements and the sizes and the figures and 
the distances and whatever else astronomy shows—for these [people] it 
remains to state both the first movers and “that for the sake of which,’ 
as well as what the nature of each is, the position of the one relative to 
the other, and the substance!’ of the universe; and then, for someone 
progressing downwards to the rest [of the things, there remains to state 
the same] for each species or part!!° individually down to animals and 
plants. 


(21) If, then, astronomy helps, but not with regard to the first [things], the 
principal [things] will be other than and prior to nature;!!” and certainly 
also the method, as some think, is not that of nature,!? or not entirely. 
In fact, being in motion, at least, is proper both to nature in general and 
to the heavens in particular. Hence, (if) the actualized state!!? of each 
[thing] is of its essence, and each individual [thing] is also in motion when 
inan actualized state, asin the case of animals and plants (otherwise [they 
would be animals and plants] in name [only]), then it is obvious that 
the heavens, too, in [their] rotation, would be in accordance with their 
essence, but when divorced [from movement] and at rest, [they would 
be the heavens] in name [only]—for the rotation of the universe is, as it 
were, a kind of life. So I wonder, if even in the case of animals life is not to 


be investigated except in this way,? isn't then also movement, in the case 


113 Proclus, who cites a similar passage by Theophrastus (In Tim. 35A = fr. 159 FHS&G), 
says that this is directed against Plato's inquiry into the origins of the soul in the Timaeus. 

114 Tt is necessary to assume a lacuna at this point. See the discussion in the commen- 
tary. The missing sentence would have read something like, “(Though finding such a 
boundary is difficult, one should on the other hand beware of stopping too short in the 
quest of causes, as is done by) those who assume the heavens to be eternal ... 7 

115 Substance (ousía) here in the sense of formal constitution; cf. at 8a23 and 11b26 and 
see the commentary at 4a13. 

116 In all likelihood “or part” is a corruption and should be substituted by “mentioned 
above,’ i.e., “for each species mentioned above,’ as in the Arabic translation. See Chap- 
ter 2.1, section on “Sub-family JCL: 

117 Le, either mathematicals or the intelligibles studied in metaphysics. 

118 Ie., that used in the study of nature, or physics. 

119 Enérgeia, see the commentary at 547. 

120 Ie., an explanation of life, or movement, is to be investigated in a metaphysical 
inquiry on first principles by considering it as belonging to the essence of animals. 
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οὐδ᾽ ἐν τῷ οὐρανῷ καὶ τοῖς οὐρανίοις τὴν φορὰν 
ἢ τρόπον τινὰ ἀφωρισμένον; Συνάπτει δέ πως ἡ 

ioa20 νῦν ἀπορία καὶ πρὸς τὴν ὑπὸ τοῦ ἀκινήτου xí- 
νησιν. 


(22) Ὑπὲρ δὲ τοῦ πάνϑ᾽ ἕνεχά του καὶ μηδὲν μά- IX 
την, ἄλλως (9) ὁ ἀφορισμὸς οὐ ῥῴδιος, καϑάπερ 
πλεονάκις λέγεται (πόϑεν δ᾽ ἄρξασθαι χρὴ καὶ εἰς 

25 ποῖα τελευτᾶν;), καὶ δὴ ἔνια τῷ μὴ δοκεῖν ἔχειν 
οὕτως ἀλλὰ τὰ μὲν συμπτωματικῶς τὰ δ᾽ ἀνάγκῃ 
τιν χαϑάπερ ἔν τε τοῖς οὐρανίοις καὶ ἐν τοῖς 

28 περὶ τὴν γῆν πλείοσιν. 


28 (22.1) Τίνος γὰρ ἕνεχα αἱ ἔφο- [29] 
iobi Sou καὶ ἀνάρροιαι ϑαλάττης, ἢ τίνος αἱ προχωρή- 
σεις "καὶ ἀναχωρήσεις' ἢ ἀναξηράνσεις καὶ ὑγρό- 
τητες, καὶ ὅλως πρὸς ἄλλοτ᾽ ἄλλο μεταβολαὶ καὶ 
φϑοραὶ καὶ γενέσεις, N oi μὲν ἐν αὐτῇ τῇ γῇ ἀλ- 
5 λοιώσεις καὶ μεταβολαὶ γίνονται πρὸς ἄλλοτ᾽ ἄλλο 
μεθισταμένων καὶ ἕτερα ὃ᾽ οὐκ ὀλίγα παρόμοια 
7 τούτοις; 


10418 ἐν τῷ οὐρανῷ καὶ τοῖς οὐρανίοις τὴν φορὰν] Theophr. fr. 159,27-30 6 μὲν 
Θεόφραστος εἰκότως ἀρχὴν κινήσεως τὴν ψυχὴν εἰπών ... ἔμψυχον ... εἶναι δίδωσι 
τὸν οὐρανόν καὶ διὰ τοῦτο ϑεῖον. 10a22 ὑπὲρ δὲ τοῦ Mavi ἕνεχά vov καὶ μηδὲν 
μάτην] Arist. Met. A 2, 982b10 τἀγαϑὸν καὶ τὸ οὗ ἕνεκα ἓν τῶν αἰτίων ἐστίν. A 3, 
983431 τετάρτην δὲ ... αἰτίαν ... τὸ οὗ ἕνεκα καὶ τἀγαϑόν. 10a28-b4 τίνος ... 
γενέσεις] Arist. Mete. 35 3422-24 τῆς δὲ ϑαλάττης τὰ μὲν ἀπολειπούσης τὰ δ᾽ ἐπιούσης 
ἀεὶ φανερὸν ὅτι τῆς πάσης γῆς οὐχ ἀεὶ τὰ αὐτὰ τὰ μέν ἐστιν ϑάλαττα τὰ δ᾽ ἤπειρος, 
ἀλλὰ μεταβάλλει τῷ χρόνῳ πάντα. 


18 οὐδ᾽ ἐν P A: οὖδεν J, οὐδὲν Y 22 μάτην secl. Zeller 23 ἄλλως [αλλως P] PJ ¥ L 
: ἀλλ᾽ ὡς A C A | post ἄλλως dist. Ar. Zeller | ? add. Us.” 24 λέγεται PJ A : λέξεται 
V (sa-nagülu) | δ᾽ ὦ : v prop. Zeller : secl. van Raalte 25 ἔνια τῷ P A CLA : ἔνια τῶν J 
[Ψ] : τῷ ἔνια Us.! : ἐνίων tH prop. Us.  10b1 ἢ τίνος non vert. Ar. | ἢ--προχωρήσεις 
secl Ross 2 καὶ ἀναχωρήσεις V (wa-gazruhü), add. Us? : om. PJA 3 πρὸς] WA: 
προΡ 4 NBignone: ἢ o CL A | αὐτῇ non vert. Ar. | τῇ PJ! : om. J [¥] [A] 6 ô om. A 
Lat. 
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of the heavens and the heavenly [bodies, not to be investigated] except 
in some manner whose boundaries have been marked?!?! The present 
aporia! is in a way also connected with the movement [caused] by the 
unmoved. 


(22) With regard to “all [things] are for the sake of something” and 
“nothing is in vain,’ marking the boundaries is in any case not easy, as is 
frequently stated—from which point is it necessary to begin and at what 
sort [of things] to end?!?—and in particular some [things are not easily 
marked within boundaries] by not seeming to be thus,!** but rather [by] 
some of them [seeming to occur] by coincidence and others by some 
necessity, as in the case of both celestial and the majority of terrestrial 
[things]. 


(22.1) To wit: for the sake of what [thing do] incursions and refluxes 
of the sea [occur], or of what [thing] advances "and regressions", or 
drynesses and humidities, and, in general, changes now in this direction 
and now in that, and passings-away and comings-to-be’” through which 
there occur the alterations and changes in the earth itself as [things] shift 
now towards this and now towards that place, and not a few other [things] 
besides, similar to these? 


121 Le, in a manner proper to metaphysics (“not that of nature,” at 10a8 above), whose 
objects of study are well marked off, as the opening sentence of this Essay wishes to 
investigate. 

122 ILe., the question that was asked in the preceding sentence, where Theophrastus 
hints that the metaphysical investigation into the movement of the heavens—that is, that 
it is essential to the heavens and thus not to be sought beyond this—bears directly upon, 
and obviates, Aristotle’s theory of the unmoved mover. For a different interpretation see 
van Raalte 484. 

123 Theophrastus returns here to Aporia 15 which he mentioned earlier at 7b5-8. 
"Marking the boundaries" refers to the question he posed there, “mark the boundaries 
of how far what is endowed with order extends,’ and where disorder begins, as he repeats 
here. 

124 Le, they do not seem to be manifestly for the sake of something and not in vain. 

125 "Theophrastus is apparently referring here to the entire set of issues eventually dis- 
cussed in Aristotles On Coming-to-be and Passing-away (whose title is here adumbrated), 
viewed as problematic when considered from the point of view of their final cause. 
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10b7 (22.2) Ἔτι © ἐν αὐτοῖς τοῖς ζῴοις τὰ μὲν ὥσ- 
περ μάταια, καϑάπερ τοῖς ἄρρεσιν οἱ μαστοὶ καὶ 
τοῖς ϑήλεσιν ἣ πρόεσις, εἴπερ μὴ συμβάλλεται, 
ιο καὶ πώγωνος ὃ᾽ ἐνίοις ἢ ὅλως τριχῶν ἔκφυσις ἔν 
τισιν τόποις: ἔτι δὲ κεράτων μεγέϑη καϑάπερ τῶν 
ἐλάφων τοῖσδε καὶ λελωβημένων κινήσει τε καὶ 
παραιωρήσει καὶ ἐπιπροσϑήσει τῶν ὀμμάτων: καὶ 
ὡς ἔνια δὴ βίᾳ ἢ παρὰ φύσιν, ὥσπερ ὃ ἐρῳδιὸς 
15 ὀχεύει καὶ τὸ ἡμερόβιον ζῇ: καὶ ἕτερα οὐχ ὀλίγα 
λάβοι τις ἂν τοιαῦτα. Καὶ τὸ μέγιστον δὴ καὶ uá- [30] 
λιστα δοκοῦν περὶ τὰς τροφὰς καὶ γενέσεις τῶν 
ζῴων: οὐϑενὸς γὰρ taŭ? ἕνεκα, ἀλλὰ συμπτώματα 
καὶ dv ἑτέρας ἀνάγκας. Ἔδει γάρ, εἴπερ "Tou" χά- 
20 QLV, ἀεὶ κατὰ ταὐτὰ καὶ ὡσαύτως. 


10b8 τοῖς ἄρρεσιν οἱ μαστοὶ] Arist. PA 688a17-22 τὰ μὲν τετράποδα τῶν ζῴων οὐκ 
ἔχει μαστούς ... τοῖς δ᾽ ἀνϑρώποις διὰ τὴν εὐρυχωρίαν καὶ τὸ σκεπάζεσϑαι δεῖν τὰ 
περὶ τὴν καρδίαν ... τοῖς μὲν ἄρρεσι διὰ τὴν εἰρημένην αἰτίαν. 1obg τοῖς ϑήλεσιν 
... μὴ συμβάλλεται] Arist. GA 739a20-21 ἢ γιγνομένη ὑγρότης μετὰ τῆς ἡδονῆς τοῖς 
ϑήλεσιν οὐδὲν συμβάλλεται εἰς τὸ χύημα. τοῦτο πώγωνος 8’ ἐνίοις] Arist. APo. 
96a10-11 οὐ πᾶς ἄνθρωπος ἄρρην τὸ γένειον τριχοῦται, ἀλλ᾽ ὡς ἐπὶ τὸ πολύ. 10b10 
τριχῶν ἔκφυσις ἔν τισιν τόποις] Arist. PA 658a18-24 σκέπης γὰρ χάριν αἱ τρίχες ... 
τοῖς δ᾽ ἀνϑρώποις ἐπεὶ ἐξ ἴσου διὰ τὴν ὀρϑότητα τὰ πρόσϑια τοῖς ὀπισϑίοις, τοῖς 
τιμιωτέροις ὑπέγραψεν ἡ φύσις τὴν βοήϑειαν. 10b11 χεράτων μεγέϑη] Arist. PA 
662410 τὸ γὰρ μέγεϑος αὐτῶν (sc. τῶν χεράτων) ... μᾶλλον βλάπτει ἢ ὠφελεῖ (sc. 
τὰς ἐλάφους). 10b14-15 ὥσπερ 6 ἐρῳδιὸς ὀχεύει] Arist. ΗΑ 609b24-25 χράζει 
τε γὰρ καὶ αἷμα, ὥς φασιν, ἀφίησιν èx τῶν ὀφϑαλμῶν ὀχεύων. 10b15 τὸ ἡμερόβιον 
Ch] Arist. ΗΑ 552b21-23 ζῇ δὲ καὶ πέτεται μέχρι δείλης, καταφερομένου δὲ τοῦ ἡλίου 
ἀπομαραίνεται καὶ ἅμα δυομένου ἀποϑνήσχει βιῶσαν ἡμέραν μίαν, διὸ καὶ καλεῖται 
ἐφήμερον. 10b17 τροφὰς xoi γενέσεις] Arist. GA 778a10-11 περὶ μὲν οὖν τῆς 
ἔσωϑεν τροφῆς τῶν ζῴων καὶ τῆς θύραζε γενέσεως εἴρηται, cf. GA IV,10. 10b18-19 
συμπτώματα ... ἀνάγκας] Arist. GA 777b29-30, 778a3-4 τούτων (sc. τῶν γενέσεων 
καὶ φϑορῶν τῶν ζῴων) δ᾽ ἔχουσι τὸ πέρας καὶ τῆς ἀρχῆς καὶ τῆς τελευτῆς αἱ τούτων 
κινήσεις τῶν ἄστρων. ... τῆς δὲ τῶν ἄστρων τούτων περιφορᾶς τάχ᾽ ἂν ἕτεραί τινες 
εἶεν ἀρχαί. 


7 τοῖς om. P 8-9 χαὶ--συμβάλλεται non vert. Ar. 12 τοῖσδε Us.!?, τοῖσδὲ J, τοισδε 
Ρ:τοῖς δὲ Ψ CL A : om. Lat. : τοῖς (οὐχ ὠφελουμένοις, τοῖς) δὲ add. Ross | κινήσει a V, 
non vert. Lat. : κνήσει coni. edd. a Us.!?, v. adn. 12-15 τοῖσδε-- ὀχεύει non vert. Lat. 
13-16 καὶ ὡς-- τοιαῦτα non vert. Ar. 14 δὴ Ρ: δεῖ] 16 μέγιστον P Y A : μάλιστα J 
17 τροφὰς xai γενέσεις transp. Ar. 19 καὶ non vert. Ar. | vov W (Say’), alicuius Tiph. 
Steph., coni. Us. : τούτων a A 20 ταὐτὰ V (‘ala hälin wahidatin), eadem Tiph., idem 
Steph., coni. Brandis : tavta P : tatta JA CL A 
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(22.2) Furthermore, even in the case of animals" some [things] are, 


as it were, purposeless, like the breasts in males and the emission in 
females (if indeed it makes no contribution), and the growth of beard 
in some or of hair altogether in certain places; and further, the large size 
of horns, like those of deer, by which they are even harmed as the [horns] 
sway, dangle, and block [their] line of vision; and then again, the way in 
which some [things] are with violence or unnatural, like the copulation 
of the heron!” and the life of the day-fly—one could cite quite a few 
other [things] of this kind. And finally, the most important and most 
generally accepted [thing] has to do with the [different kinds of] food 
and generation of animals; for these are not for the sake of anything, but 
are rather coincidences and due to other necessities. For if indeed they 
were for the sake "of something," they would have to be ever uniform and 
invariable.!8 


126 “Even (autois) in the case of animals” because animals seem to illustrate best 


Aristotle’s teleology. 

127 Aristotle says that (HA 609b23-25) the ash-colored heron “screams during the 
union, and it is said drips blood from its eyes” (p. 950 CWA). 

128 The structure of this paragraph about animals is in ascending order of difficulty 
for maintaining teleology: first are mentioned parts of animals which seem to have no 
purpose, then parts which actually hamper their living, and then behavior which does 
violence to them or is against nature. These three sets represent individual difficulties 
that apply to some animals and not to others. The paragraph ends by mentioning the most 
difficult problem with teleology of all, one that applies to all animals, insofar as it affects 
their nourishment and generation: the bewildering variety of forms of nourishment and 
generation cannot all be for the sake of the same end; for if they were, they would all have 
to be uniform and invariable. Theophrastus uses the same argument against the theory 
of the prime mover causing movement by being desired: if this were so, and the prime 
mover is one and invariable, then all celestial bodies would move with the same motion 
(above, 5a17-18). 


10b10 


15 


20 


152 GREEK TEXT AND TRANSLATION 


10b20 (22.3) Ἔτι © (at) ἐν τοῖς 
φυτοῖς καὶ μᾶλλον τοῖς ἀψύχοις ὡρισμένην TLV’ 
ἔχουσαι φύσιν, ὥσπερ δοκοῦσιν, καὶ μορφαῖς καὶ 
εἴδεσιν καὶ δυνάμεσιν, τίνος ἕνεκα ταῦτα ζητή- 
σειεν ἄν τις. (23) Αὐτὸ γὰρ τοῦτο ἄπορον, τὸ μὴ ἔχειν 
25 λόγον καὶ ταῦτ᾽ ἐν ἑτέροις δὴ ποιοῦσιν προτέ- 
ροις καὶ τιμιωτέροις: N καὶ ἔοικεν 6 λόγος ἔχειν 
τι πιστόν, ὡς ἄρα τῷ αὐτομάτῳ ταῦτα καὶ τῇ τοῦ 
ὅλου περιφορᾷ λαμβάνει τινὰς ἰδέας ἢ πρὸς ἄλ- 

1131 ληλα διαφοράς. 


1 (24) Ei δὲ μὴ τοῦϑ᾽ ἕνεκά του καὶ [31] 
εἰς τὸ ἄριστον, ληπτέον τινὰς ὅρους xai οὐκ ἐπὶ 
πάντων ἁπλῶς ϑετέον, ἐπεὶ καὶ τὰ τοιάδε ἔχει 
τινὰ διστασμὸν καὶ ἁπλῶς λεγόμενα καὶ καθ’ ἕκα- 

5 στον. Ἁπλῶς μὲν ὅτι τὴν φύσιν ἐν äna- 
σιν ὀρέγεσθαι τοῦ ἀρίστου xoi ἐφ᾽ ὧν ἐνδέχεται 
μεταδιδόναι τοῦ ἀεὶ καὶ τοῦ τεταγμένου, ὡς δ᾽ 
αὐτὸ καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ζῴων ὁμοίως: ὅπου γὰρ οἷόν 
τε τὸ βέλτιον, ἐνταῦϑα οὐδαμοῦ παραλείπειν, οἷον 

ιο τὸ ἔμπροσϑεν τὴν φάρυγγα τοῦ οἰσοφάγου ---τιμιώ- 


10528 τῇ τοῦ ὅλου περιφορᾷ] Arist. GC 336a31-b4 οὐχ ἡ πρώτη φορὰ αἰτία ἐστὶ 
γενέσεως καὶ φϑορᾶς GAN ἡ κατὰ τὸν λοξὸν κύκλον. ... τῆς μὲν οὖν συνεχείας ἡ τοῦ 
ὅλου φορὰ αἰτία, τοῦ δὲ προσιέναι καὶ ἀπιέναι ἡ ἔγχλισις. 1145-7 τὴν φύσιν ... 
τοῦ ἀεὶ] Arist. PA 687a16-17 1) δὲ φύσις êx τῶν ἐνδεχομένων ποιεῖ τὸ βέλτιστον. GA 
788b20-21 τὴν φύσιν ὑποτιϑέμεϑα ... οὔτ᾽ ἐλλείπουσαν οὔτε μάταιον οὐϑὲν ποιοῦσαν 
τῶν ἐνδεχομένων περὶ ἕκαστον. DA 415a26-28 φυσικώτατον γὰρ τῶν ἔργων τοῖς 
ζῶσιν ... τὸ ποιῆσαι ἕτερον οἷον αὐτό ... ἵνα τοῦ ἀεὶ καὶ τοῦ θείου μετέχωσιν Å 
δύνανται... 11a10-11 τὸ ἔμπροσθεν ... τιμιώτερον γάρ] Arist. PA 665a22-25 ἀεὶ, 
τὸ βέλτιον καὶ τιμιώτερον ... τοῦ ... ἔμπροσθεν καὶ ὄπισθεν ἐν τοῖς ἔμπροσϑεν. 


20 αἱ (sc. γενέσεις vel μεταβολαὶ) addidi, v. adn. 21 tw non vert. Ar. 22 ἔχουσαι 
@:éxovotCL A 25 post λόγον dist. Ross | καὶ non vert. et τοῦτ᾽ (dalika) pro ταῦτ᾽ 
legisse vid. et post τοῦτ᾽ dist. Ar. | δὴ ut vid. W (tumma) : μὴ aA 26 Ñ V (fa-, ut statuit 
Treiger), quatenus Steph., coni. Oporinus : f| Ald. : ἡ Ρ ἡ J, ἢ A CL A | ἔχειν a A: ἔχων ut 
intell. Ar. 27 xal non vert. Ar. 28 ἰδέας ω: ἰδίας JF | ἢ οπι.] 11a1 81000006 PJ A: 
διάφορας ut intell. Ar. | μὴ τοῦϑ’ © CL A : μή, τοῦ 9" edd. a Us. : μὴ ταῦϑ᾽ prop. Zeller 
: ut], τοῦ γ᾽ coni. van Raalte | post 1009" desinit J ante corr. | tov om. J! 2 post ἄριστον 
dist. Ar. 4 xal alt. om. |! 7 τοῦ ἀεὶ καὶ τοῦ τεταγμένου transp. Ar. 8 αὐτὸ A (hoc) 
ταὐτὰ J! CL [P] : avtog P, αὕτως A | ὁμοίως non vert. Ar. 9 παραλείπειν ego, prop. 
Fobes : παραλείπει a A [V] 
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(22.3) And yet again, (those) [generations and changes],? in the case of 
plants and still more of inanimate [things], which have, as they seem, 
a fully determinate nature pretty much in terms of shapes and forms 
and powers, one might investigate for whose sake these [things] are. (23) 
For this very thing is a matter of aporia, that these [things] too have no 
cause in other agents [that are] prior and nobler—for which reason there 
seems to be some credibility in the account that, allegedly, these acquire 
certain forms or differences in relation to one another spontaneously and 
through the rotation of the universe. 


(24) But if this is not “for the sake of something” and “with a view to the 
best,’ one should apprehend some boundaries!” and not posit [these two 
principles] for everything without qualification, for in fact the likes of the 
following are somewhat ambiguous when said both without qualification 
and with reference to each [species]. Without qualification, when [it is 
said] that nature in all [things] desires the best and, wherever possible, 
gives a share in the eternal and orderly;'*! and [with reference to each 
species] when something like this [is said] similarly about animals: for 
where the better is possible, there it is never lacking, like the windpipe 
being in front of the oesophagus—for it is nobler—and the mixture [of 


129 For the assumption of these words in the structure of this sentence see the commen- 
tary. 

130 Le, as exhibited in things themselves or in objective reality; see Part I, Chapter 1.3 
and note 58, and cf. Repici 1990, 187-193. 

131 Literally, gives a share in the “always” and the “orderly arranged.” 
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τερον γάρ--καὶ ἐν τῇ μέσῃ xoig τῆς καρδίας 
τὴν κρᾶσιν ἀρίστην--ὅτι τὸ μέσον τιμιώτατον---' 
ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ ὅσα κόσμου χάριν. Et γὰρ καὶ [32] 
f ὄρεξις οὕτως, ἀλλ᾽ ἐκεῖνό γ᾽ ἐμφαίνει διότι πολὺ 
11335 τὸ οὐχ ὑπακοῦον οὐδὲ δεχόμενον τὸ εὖ, μᾶλλον 
δὲ πολλῷ πλεῖον: ὀλίγον γάρ τι τὸ ἔμψυχον, 
ἄπειρον δὲ τὸ ἄψυχον: καὶ αὐτῶν τῶν ἐμψύχων 
ἀκαριαῖον, κἂν βέλτιον, τὸ εἶναι. Τὸ δ᾽ ὅλον σπά- 
νιόν τι καὶ ἐν ὀλίγοις τὸ ἀγαθόν, πολὺ δὲ πλή- 
20 ϑει τὸ κακόν toùx sit ἀοριστία δὲ μόνον xoi οἷον 
ὕλης εἴδη, καϑάπερ τὰ τῆς φύσεως ἀμαϑεστά- 
του tet καὶ γὰρ οἱ περὶ τῆς ὅλης οὐσίας λέγον- 
τες, ὥσπερ Σπεύσιππος σπάνιόν τι τὸ τίμιον 


11a11-12 £v TÎ] μέσῃ ... τιμιώτατον] Arist. PA 665b18-21 ἔχει δὲ καὶ ἢ ϑέσις αὐτῆς (sc. 
τῆς καρδίας) ἀρχικὴν χώραν: περὶ μέσον γάρ. ... ἐν τοῖς γὰρ τιμιωτέροις τὸ τιμιώτερον 
καϑίδρυκεν ἡ φύσις. 11a20-21 ἀοριστία ... φύσεως ἀμαϑεστάτου] Arist. GA 778a4- 
7 βούλεται μὲν οὖν ἡ φύσις ... τὰς γενέσεις καὶ τὰς τελευτάς, 00% ἀκριβοῖ δὲ διά τε 
τὴν τῆς ὕλης ἀοριστίαν καὶ διὰ τὸ γίγνεσθαι πολλὰς ἀρχάς, ot τὰς γενέσεις τὰς κατὰ 
φύσιν καὶ τὰς φϑορὰς ἐμποδίζουσαι πολλάκις αἴτιαι τῶν παρὰ φύσιν συμπιπτόντων 
εἰσίν. 11a23-25 Σπεύσιππος ... ἑκατέρωθεν] Arist. ΕΝ 1109a 20-30 ἐστὶν ἡ ἀρετὴ ἡ 
ἠϑικὴ μεσότης ... δύο κακιῶν, τῆς μὲν xo" ὑπερβολὴν τῆς δὲ κατ’ ἔλλειψιν ... διὰ τὸ 
στοχαστικὴ τοῦ μέσου εἶναι. ... ἐν ἑκάστῳ γὰρ τὸ μέσον λαβεῖν ἔργον ... διόπερ τὸ εὖ 
καὶ σπάνιον xal ἐπαινετὸν καὶ καλόν. Met. A 7, 1072b31-34 Σπεύσιππος τὸ κάλλιστον 
καὶ ἄριστον μὴ ἐν ἀρχῇ εἶναι" ... τὰς ἀρχὰς αἴτια μὲν εἶναι, τὸ δὲ καλὸν καὶ τέλειον ἐν 
τοῖς £x τούτων. 


11-12 καὶ--τιμιώτατον om. Ar. in lac. 13 post χάριν non dist. Ar. | γὰρ PJ A, non 
vert. Ar. : δὲ coni. Tricot | post γὰρ dist. Brandis, Us? | καὶ alt. non vert. Ar. 14 y B, 
ye JCL A: δὲ A 16 πολλῷ om. JF | τι non vert. Ar. 17 ἐμψύχων P Y A: ἀψύχων 
JU 18 ἀκαριαῖον, κἂν βέλτιον, τὸ homo Italicus quidam : ἀκαριαῖον xai βέλτιον τὸ 
ω: ἀκαριαῖον, xel βέλτιον, τὸ prop. Fobes, alii alia v. app. crit. alt. 19 tPA: ve Y J" 
CL A | πλήϑει corr. Laks & Most (v. adn.) : πλῆϑος ` Å P, πλῆϑος À A (multitudo est) J! 
CL A: πλῆϑος ei D, πλῆϑος ei coni. Us? : πλῆϑος εἶναι Ald. : πλῆθος ut intell. Ar. (kafîr 
al-‘adad), L!, coni. Wim.?, prop. Zeller 20 τὸ κακόν e CL A: τοῦ κακοῦ coni. Us. 
| οὐχ’ ει sic P, locus corruptus necdum sanatus | οὐχ a A : οὗ ut intell. Ar. : del. Us. : 
δοκεῖ prop. dubit. Us.! | eı P, ei CL A: ἡ JF, ut intell. Ar. : δὲ ut interpr. Lat. : v coni. edd. 
a Zeller | ἀοριστία w CL A: ἀοριστίᾳ coni. edd. a Zeller 20-21 καὶ οἷον ὕλης εἴδη non 
vert. Ar. 21 εἴδη P A : εἴδει A J" CL: speciebus Tiph. 22 ev καὶ γὰρ sic P A? Tiph., 
locus corruptus necdum sanatus : ei καὶ γὰρ A : καὶ γὰρ JF, ut intell. Ar. : εἰ γὰρ καὶ C, ut 
interpr. Lat. : καὶ L : ἐστί; καὶ γὰρ Us.! : εἰκῇ γὰρ edd. a Sylburg 23 post Σπεύσιππος 
dist. Ar. 
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the blood] being the best in the central ventricle of the heart—because 
the center is the noblest—; and similarly with whatever [is said to be] 
for the sake of order. For’ if it is true that desire [functions] in this 
manner, this here, nevertheless, clearly reveals that there is much that 
neither obeys nor receives the good—or rather, it is much more by 5 
far:'** for the animate is something little, while the inanimate is infinite; 
and the existence of the animate [things] themselves, though better, is 
momentary. In general, the good is something rare and in few [things], 
whereas evil is much in number, {ποῖ iff indeterminacy only and, 20 
as it were, the forms of matter, just like those of the nature of a most 
ignorant one; tif for in fact, those who speak about all of existence, 56 
just as Speusippus makes the noble, which is about the place of the center, 


132 “For” here explains the ambiguity mentioned in the preceding sentence, before the 


listing of examples. 

133 T.e., for the best, a reference to 11a6. 

134 ILe., than what obeys and receives the good; cf. the Arabic translation. 

155 The text is irremediably corrupt in the next three lines, in the places marked with a 
dagger. Ross presents a text, approved by Taran 1981, 444, that is a hodgepodge of scribal 
and scholarly emendations, which he translates as follows: “But to say that in general the 
good is something rare and found only in few things, while the evil is a great multitude, 
and does not consist solely in indefiniteness and exist by way of matter, as is the case with 
the things of nature, is the act of a most ignorant person. For quite random is the talk of 
those who speak of the whole of reality as Speusippus does when he makes the valuable 
element to be something scanty, namely, what is found in the region of the centre of the 
universe, the rest forming the extremes and being to each side of the centre. Rather, reality 
in fact is and always has been good.” 

136 Ousía in the sense of all that exists. See the commentary at 4a13. 
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ποιεῖ τὸ περὶ τὴν τοῦ μέσου χώραν, τὰ δ᾽ ἄκρα 
11425 καὶ ἑκατέρωθεν. Τὰ μὲν οὖν ὄντα καλῶς ἔτυχεν 
ὄντα, 


(24.1) Πλάτων δὲ χαὶ ot Πυϑαγόρειοι μακρὰν τὴν [33] 
iibi ἀπόστασιν, ἐπιμιμεῖσϑαι τ᾽ ἐϑέλειν ἅπαντα: 
καίτοι καϑάπερ ἀντίϑεσίν τινα ποιοῦσιν τῆς åo- 
ρίστου δυάδος καὶ τοῦ ἑνός, ἐν ᾗ καὶ τὸ ἄπειρον 
καὶ τὸ ἄτακτον καὶ πᾶσα ὡς εἰπεῖν ἀμορφία xo" 
s αὑτήν, ὅλως δ᾽ οὐχ οἷόν T ἄνευ ταύτης τὴν τοῦ ὅλου 
φύσιν, ἀλλ᾽ οἷον ἰσομοιρεῖν ἢ xoi ὑπερέχειν τῆς 
ἑτέρας, N καὶ τὰς ἀρχὰς ἐναντίας. Διὸ καὶ οὐδὲ 
τὸν ϑεόν, ὅσοι τῷ ϑεῷ τὴν αἰτίαν ἀνάπτουσιν, δύ- 
νασϑαι πάντ᾽ εἰς τὸ ἄριστον ἄγειν, ἀλλ᾽ εἴπερ, ἐφ᾽ 
ιο ὅσον ἐνδέχεται: τάχα 6° οὐδ᾽ ἂν προέλοιτ, εἴπερ 
ἀναιρεῖσθαι συμβήσεται τὴν ὅλην οὐσίαν ἐξ ἐναν- 
12 τίων γε καὶ "EV" ἐναντίοις οὖσαν. 


12 (24.2) Φαίνεται δὲ [34] 
καὶ ἐν τοῖς πρώτοις ἐπιϑεωρούμενα πολλὰ καὶ ὡς 
ἔτυχεν, οἷον τὰ περὶ τὰς τῆς γῆς λεχϑέντα ueta- 


11a25-26 Τὰ μὲν οὖν ὄντα καλῶς ἔτυχεν ὄντα] Arist. Met. A ιο, 1076a3-4 τὰ δὲ ὄντα 
ov βούλεται πολιτεύεσϑαι κακῶς. 11b7-9 οὐδὲ τὸν ϑεόν ... δύνασϑαι πάντ᾽ εἰς τὸ 
ἄριστον ἄγειν] Theophr. Mete. 14,14- 17, Daiber 1992, 242-243 Y, Sel pall وليس من الله تكون‎ 
الله سبب تشويس العام بل سبب تعذيله وترتييه وذلك‎ [sic leg.] ذكر وذلك أنه ليس ينبغى أن نجعل‎ [sic leg.] شئ ما‎ 

UY (Neither thunder nor anything‏ نضيف تعديله وترتيبه J‏ الله [عز وجل] وتشويش العالم إلى طبيعة العا 
of what has been mentioned is from god. The reason is that we should not posit god [to‏ 
be] the cause of the disorder of the world but the cause of its harmonious order; this‏ 
is because we ascribe its harmonious order to god and the disorder of the world to the‏ 
nature of the world.) 11b8-10 tov ϑεόν ... δύνασθαι πάντ᾽ εἰς τὸ ἄριστον ἄγειν ...‏ 
ἐφ᾽ ὅσον ἐνδέχεται] Plato Timaeus 29e1-3, 30a6-7 ἀγαθὸς ἦν (sc. ὁ θεός) ... πάντα‏ 
ὅτι μάλιστα ἐβουλήϑη γενέσθαι παραπλήσια ἑαυτῷ. ... ϑέμις δ᾽ οὔτ᾽ ἦν οὔτ᾽ ἔστιν τῷ‏ 
ἀρίστῳ δρᾶν ἄλλο πλὴν τὸ κάλλιστον.‏ 


24 ποιεῖ a A : ποιοῦσι ut intell. Ar. | δ᾽ œ : v prop. Zeller 25 καὶ del. Zeller | post καὶ 
add. τὰ dubit. Us.! | post ἑκατέρωϑεν add. μὴ τοιαῦτα J", non dist. Ar. | τὰ μὲν οὖν non 
vert. Ar. 11b1 ἐπιμιμεῖσθαι ὦ CL A : ἐπεὶ μιμεῖσθαι coni. Laks & Most (et iam Allan) 
| T ἐϑέλειν ego: y ἐϑέλειν P, ye ϑέλειν J! W A, y ἐϑέλειν Us: δ᾽ ἐϑέλειν coni. Ross 2 
σύνϑεσιν ut vid. A (compositionem; cf. Kley 27) 4-5 καθ’ αὑτὴν non vert. Ar. 5 ὅλως 
8 V AJ CLA: ὅλως P : ὡς δ᾽ coni. Us? | &vé[v] cum litura ex -èv corr. P! 7 Ñ corr. 
Ross: ÀP | WU AJ" 12 ἐν W (fi) A (in) L! B2, Tiph. Steph., coni. Sylburg: om. u 14 
τὰς W OV? : te P CL [A]: τε τὴν J": om. A | µεταβολάς P V A: μεταβολὴν J! 
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something rare, and the rest, extremes and on either side." The things 
that are happen to be good; 


(24.1) Plato and the Pythagoreans [make] the distance a great one and 


[make] all [things] wish to imitate fully; and yet, they make a certain 
opposition, as it were, between the indefinite dyad and the one, in which 
[dyad reside] the infinite and the disordered and, in general, all shape- 
lessness as such, and [they make] the nature of the universe altogether 
impossible [to be] without [the dyad], but rather [make the dyad] almost 
balance, or even predominate over the other [first principle]; on which 
account, [they make] also the first principles contrary [to one another ].!^? 
For this reason, those who ascribe the cause to god [claim] that not even 
god is able to lead all [things] towards the best, but, if [at all, only] so far as 
is possible; though perhaps he wouldn't even choose to, if indeed it would 
result in the destruction of all existence,'*! given that it [is constituted] 
from contraries and consists of contraries. 


(24.2) Even in the case of the first [things] there appear upon closer 
inspection many [things which are] also at random, such as what has 


137 The sentence, as we have it in the corrupt text, has no finite verb. 

335 Theophrastus here seems to be echoing Aristotles final words in Metaphysics 
Lambda 10, 1076a3-4: “The things that are do not want to be badly governed;" though 
because of the corruption in the preceding sentence, the precise force of the statement 
and its connection to the rest of the sentence about Plato remain ambiguous. 

1? ILe., the distance separating the first principle(s) and everything else, apparently in 
contrast to Speusippus; see the references in van Raalte 565-566. 

140 An implied syllogism in this sentence is rejected for another. The implied syllogism, 
"All things wish to imitate the first principles, the first principles are the best, therefore 
all things imitate the best,’ is rejected and is substituted by, “All things wish to imitate 
the first principles, the first principles are contary and include both order and disorder, 
therefore all things imitate and include order and disorder" The words “and yet” signal 
the beginning of the argument that leads to the major premise, "the first principles are 
contrary, which is substituted for the implied one; see the commentary. 

141 Ousia in the sense of all that exists. See the commentary at 4a13. 
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1ibis βολάς' οὔτε γὰρ τὸ βέλτιον οὔτε τὸ τινὸς χάριν, 
ἀλλ᾽ εἴπερ, ἀνάγκῃ τινὶ κατακολουϑεῖν: πολλὰ δὲ 
καὶ £v τῷ ἀέρι τοιαῦτα καὶ ἐν ἄλλοις. Μάλιστα © ἂν 
δόξειεν ἔχειν τήν γε τάξιν τῶν μὲν αἰσθητῶν 
τὰ οὐράνια, τῶν © ἄλλων, εἰ μὴ ἄρα καὶ πρότερα 
20 τούτων, τὰ μαθηματικά: εἰ γὰρ καὶ μὴ πᾶν, ἀλλ᾽ 
ἐν τούτοις πλέον τὸ τεταγμένον (πλὴν εἴ τις τοι- 
αύτας λαμβάνοι τὰς μορφὰς οἵας Δημόκριτος ὗπο- 
τίϑεται τῶν ἀτόμων)! ἀλλὰ δὴ τούτων μὲν πέρι 
σκεπτέον, ὃ © ἐξ ἀρχῆς ἐλέχϑη, πειρατέον τινὰ 
ας λαμβάνειν ὅρον, καὶ ἐν τῇ φύσει καὶ ἐν τῇ τοῦ 
σύμπαντος οὐσίᾳ, καὶ τοῦ ἕνεκά του καὶ τῆς εἰς 
τὸ βέλτιον ὁρμῆς. (25) Αὕτη γὰρ ἀρχὴ τῆς τοῦ 
12a1 σύμπαντος ϑεωρίας, ἐν τίσιν τὰ ὄντα καὶ πῶς 
ἔχει πρὸς ἄλληλα. 
[Θεοφράστου τῶν μετὰ τὰ Φυσικά. 
Τοῦτο τὸ βιβλίον Ανδρόνικος μὲν καὶ Ἕρμιππος 
5 ἀγνοοῦσιν, οὐδὲ γὰρ μνείαν αὐτοῦ ὅλως πεποίην- 
1261 ται ἐν τῇ ἀναγραφῇ τῶν Θεοφράστου βιβλίων: 
Νικόλαος δὲ ἐν τῇ ϑεωρίᾳ τῶν Ἀριστοτέλους μετὰ 
τὰ Φυσικὰ μνημονεύει αὐτοῦ λέγων εἶναι Θεοφρά- 
στου. Εἰσὶ δ᾽ ἐν αὐτῷ οἷον προδιαπορίαι τινὲς ὀλί- 
5 γαιτῆς ὅλης πραγματείας.] 


11b17-19 μάλιστα ... τὰ οὐράνια] Arist. PA 641b18-19 τὸ γοῦν τεταγμένον καὶ τὸ 
ὡρισμένον πολὺ μᾶλλον φαίνεται ἐν τοῖς οὐρανίοις ἢ περὶ ἡμᾶς. 11522 Δημόκριτος] 
Theophr. CP VL17.11 τά γε σχήματα Δημοχρίτου, καθάπερ ἐλέχϑη, τεταγμένας ἔχοντα 
τὰς μορφάς. Cf. Arist. GA 789b3-4 Δημόχριτος δὲ τὸ οὗ ἕνεκεν ἀφεὶς λέγειν πάντα 
ἀνάγει εἰς ἀνάγκην οἷς χρῆται ἡ φύσις. 


15 τὸ βέλτιον οὔτε τὸ ὦ CL A : τῷ βελτίονι οὔτε τῷ prop. 75.2: τῷ βέλτιον οὔτε τῷ prop. 
Jaeger? 18 ye Ross: te P J" [¥] [A] 22 λαμβάνοι P : λαμβάνει J" [P] [A] 23-24 
πέρι σκεπτέον P V : περισκεπτέον AJ! 25 λαμβάνειν PA [V] : λαβεῖν JE 12a3 
Θεοφράστου-- φυσικά P A: om. J CL Ar. | post φυσικὰ add. ar A 12a4-b5 τοῦτο--- 
πραγματείας P A : om. JF CL: in Ar. paraphrasis scholii legitur, v. part. I, cap. 1.2. 4 τὸ 
A:om.P 12b4 8 P: δὲ Α | οἷον P : om. A | προδιαπορίαι Ρ: προδιαπορήσεις A 
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been said about the changes of the earth,!*? for [they are] neither “the 
better” nor “that for the sake of which” but, if anything, [appear] to 
comply with some sort of necessity; there are many things of this sort 
both in the air and elsewhere. And it would seem that among sensibles, 
the celestial [things] above all would possess at least order, and, among 
other [things],'? the mathematicals (if, that is, there are no [things] even 
prior to these): for if it is true that the ordered is not everything, it is 
nevertheless the greater part in these (unless one were to take the shapes 
of atoms to be such as those Democritus assumes!^^); but while these [are 
all things] one should certainly look into, the main [point] that has been 
made!* [is that] one should try to apprehend some boundary, both in 
nature and in the substance! ^6 of the universe, and both for “that for the 
sake of which" and for the impulse towards "the better? (25) For this is the 
starting point of the study of the universe, among what [things] beings 
are! and how they relate to one another. 


[The book] by Theophrastus of Those [that Come] after [Aristotles] Physics. 
Andronicus and Hermippus do not know this book, for they make no mention 
of it at all in the list of Theophrastuss books; Nicolaus, though, does mention 
it in his study of Aristotles [books that come] after the Physics, saying that it is 
by Theophrastus. It contains some few "pre-diaporiae;'! so to speak, relating to 


the entire treatise.!^? 


142 Above, at 10a25-10b7. 

143 Te, the intelligibles. 

144 T.e., ordered, as Theophrastus himself mentions on another occasion (see the Loci 
Paralleli), and thus ontologically prior to both the heavenly bodies and mathematicals. 

1^ Le, at the beginning of this Aporia (24), at 11a1-3, which is here repeated. 

146 Substance (ousia) in the sense of formal constitution; cf. 8a23 and 10a3, and see the 
commentary at 4a13. For the concept of boundary referred to here see Part I, Chapter 1.3 
and note 58. 

147 Le., as in the opening aporiae, the determination whether beings are among intelli- 
gibles, mathematicals, or sensibles (on the use of the preposition en see the commentary 
on 4417-18). 

148 Le, preliminary reviews, or runnings through, of aporiae, apparently a neologism. 
See the commentary. 

1? Ie., Aristotle's Metaphysics. For a discussion of this crucial Scholium see Part I, 
Chapter 1.2. 
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4a1a tit. Περὶ τῶν ἁπλῶν διαπορημάτων prop. Krische, Reale : Περὶ αἰτιῶν α (apud 
Diog. Laert. V.49) prop. van Raalte 2 πῶς PJ A CL A? Tiph.: Oç A 3 πολυχουστέρα 
PJ A C (ut vid.) L: -χεστέρα A, -χιδεστέρα C? 4 xal PJ A CL: A 5 μεταβολὰς PJ A 
LA: -βολὴν C | παντοίας a A : παντοίαν C? 6ταὐτὰ C? Tiph. Steph., Brandis : ταῦτα 
CL: τὰ αὐτὰ A ο πότερα O Tiph., ποτερα A’, ποτέρα A : προτέρα C : πρότερον ἔστι 
L 10 κοινωνία πρὸς ἄλληλα PJ A A : πρὸς ἄλληλα κοινωνία CL 12 ἑκάτερα post 
κεχωρισμένα transp. Us." 13 δ᾽ om. A 14 post μὴ add. εἶναι L | ἐπισωδιῶδες ] 15 δ᾽ 
pr. P JCL: 8è A 16 xal a VU A: αἴτια Us.! 18 μόνον w Ο: μόνοις LA 20 ἀξιόχρεα 
CL, ἀξιοχρέα A 21 τοῦ παντός CL: παντός A: περᾶναί τι Us.! : αἴτιά τινος prop. Us? 
| neungavnueva w A, -νημν C : -νημένη L 22 60.0 CL: A 23 περιτιϑέντων L Οἱ: 
περιτεϑέντων C A | αὑτῶν O : αὐτῶν CL A. 





402 ἔχει CLA 3 ἐμποιῆσαι [εμποιησαι P] PJ W A [A] : Ev ποιῆσαι], 8v ποιῆς 3-4 
ζωὴν καὶ κίνησιν PJ Ψ A : ζωὴ καὶ χίνησις ACL 6 iw CL A?O Tiph.: ἡ A ο ἐχούσας 
w C: Éyovoav L A | ὀλίγοις CLA 10 εἶναι καὶ w CL: εἰ ἦν A: εἰ ἦν £v A? | περιττοῖς CL 
A aiit CL ΠΡΗ.: οἱ A 12 εἴτε κατ᾽ ἀναλογίαν iter. A 17 οὖν CL A 158 
CLA το τῆς om. CL | ἐπείπερ o CL A: εἴπερ prop. Jaeger? 21 ταύτην w A : ταύτης 
CL. 





5a4 ἄπαυστος CLA 5 κινούμενον PJ VU* A CIL A : χινοῦμεν C 8 μὴ ... μηδὲ a [V] 
[A] : μήτε ... μήτε coni. Cam. 10 ϑειοτέρα] 12 ἅμαιΡ 13 ταῦτ᾽ PJ A: ταῦτα CL 
[¥] [A] 15 moia CLA 16 ανήνυτον o CL A: ἀκίνητον A? Tiph. : ἄριστον prop. Zeller 
19 ἔτ᾽ ἀρχαὶ ] 20 ἰόντων ὦ A: ὄντων CL | οὐϑαμῶς PJ CL: οὐδαμῶς A [P] [A] 21 
τῆς αἰτίας w C A: τὰς αἰτίας εἶναι L : περὶ τῆς αἰτίας Us.! 22 post γὰρ prop. (ἀρκεῖ) 
Us.12, (ἀξιόπιστος) van Raalte | ὅ e CL : οἵ A | post ἀστρολόγων prop. (λόγος ἱκανός 
ἐστιν) Jaeger", (ἀξιόλογον) dubit. Fobes 24 ὄρεξιν ω CL: ἕξιν A 25 μιμήσει CL A | 
post μιμήσει add. χι A? (imitando moueri Tiph.) 26 ἐκεῖνο w C A: ἐκεῖνοι BP, ἐκίνει L 
27 αὐτοὶ (ot) prop. van Ophuijsen apud van Raalte 188 28 εἰ δὴ CL A? : ἐδὴ A. 


5b1 ἀρίστου CL A | λέγοι PJ CL: λέγει A [¥] [A] 2ἔμψυχ C A : ἔμψυχα L | ἂν εἴη a A 
[¥] : εἶναι coni. Wim. 3 ψυχὴ L A: ψυχὴν C | ἅμαι P | καὶ κίνησις PJ L A : καὶ κίνησιν 
C, κατὰ xivnow A 4 αἱ om. A 5 ὥσπερ καὶ τοῖς (τοῖς Pl, τοῦ P) œ CL A : ἀνθρώποις 
τε καὶ Us.! | αἱ om. A 6 ἑτέρων PJ CL: ἑτέροις A [V] [A] | ὅμως CL A : μόνοις prop. 
Us? 8 xgeittwv L A, κρεῖττων C | Hom. L 9 ψυχῆς] W A CL A : ψῆς P | alt. καὶ om. L 
O 10-26 taya—petaBords secl. Us. 11 μόνον PJ AC A: nova L [V]. 12 τὸ μέσον 0 
CL! A: τῶν µέσων L | οὐδὲν PJ A: οὐδὲν CL [¥] [A] 13 ἀδύναταα A [P] : ἀδυνάτων 
prop. Us? | οὐ o L! A: om. CL 17 xev PJ CL: w ἐν A: μὲν ut vid. A [P] 18 ἀσύνϑετον 
CLA 2ο οὐρανοῦ w CL: ἀνϑρώπου A: ὅλου A? Tiph. 22 καὶ CLA 23 συμβαίνει 
CLA 240iov CLA 25 περιφορᾶς ὦ CL: περιφορᾶ A 26 post μεταβολὰς add. ἔχειν 
Cam. | τὸ ἄριστον ἀπὸ τοῦ ὦ CL H? : om. A in lac. : ἐφετικὴ A? Tiph. 27 παρὰ oL A : 
περὶ C | δέοι w C A: δέχοιτο L. 


621 δὴ CLA 2 post BovAdpevov add. ἦν L. 3 vw CL A? Tiph.: te A: ye O 4 post ὅμοια 
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add. eivauL 4-5 εἶναι μικράν œ CL: transp. A 5 vóóe 9 C A: τότε], 6 ἀπορήσειεν 
ἴσως CL το ὀεγεσϑαι sic J, ὀρέ- corr. J! 11 οὐδὲν PJ, οὐδὲν CL A [Y] [A] | τοιαῦτ᾽ 
ἅττα Α:τοιαῦτάτα Ο:τοιαῦτα L 121006 © LA:TC 13 اع‎ CILA:0( C 14 φθείροιΟΙ, 
O Tiph. Steph. | ἂν secl. Wim.” 15 Aóyov PJ A C A [¥] : Aóyoc L | ἀπὸ ὦ CL: αὐτὸ A 
17τίϑηται τὰ PJ CL: τιϑῆται τὰς A [V] [A] 18 tot προελθόντος C A: τοῦ -ϑόντας L 
: tov -ϑὼν Us." το ὅπερ w CL Τῖρῃ.: ὅπως A 21 λέγειν PJ A A [VU] : λέγει CL 22 ὅδε 
pr. oLA:öC | δὲ ἵππου ὅδε om. A 24 ante τὴν add. οἱ 1, 26 καὶ alt. om. L 27 ὅσον 
CL A | τοσοῦτο PJC A, τοσοῦτον L [V] [A]. 





6b2 ψυχὴ CLA 3 ἄλλ᾽ ἄττα ὦ L A: τἀλλάτα C 4 οὐρανοῦ w CL A: ἀνϑρώπου prop. 
Laks & Most 5 οὐδεμίαν P W B?: οὐδέμίαν J, οὐδὲ μίαν A CL: οὐδεμένων A | ποιοῦνται 
€ CL: ποιοῦντα A | δ᾽ οὐδὲ L: δ᾽ οὐὖδυ’ C: 8 A 6 σπεύσιππον PJ Y A?B’Nz! Tiph., 
σπεύσιπτον ΑΒΖ: πέσσιππον C A, πέσσιπον L 7 οὗτος ὦ A : οὕτως CL | περιτίϑησιν 
CLA ιοτινσος sic P 11 μόνον o CL O Tiph. Ald. : μόνων A 12 post ἀρχὰς add. τὰ 
ὑπὸ τὰς ἀρχὰς L | δόξειεν ἂν CLA 14 ἀρχάς CL A | κατὰ o CL A : κατάγων coni. 
Us? 15 τὴν om. L 21 ἔνϑα CLA 23 καὶ ποίας e CL : xoi ὁποίας B?, ὁποίας A 
24 ἀπορήσειέν P CL : ἀπορήσειέ] A [¥] [A] 27-28 καϑάπερ--ὠρίσϑαι om. C 28 
οἰκειώτατον J. 


7a2 καϑάπερ ἡ γραμματικὴ καὶ μουσικὴ καὶ [γραμ-, uovo- transp. CL] CL A : καϑάπερ 
τῇ γοαμματικῇ καὶ μουσικῇ καὶ coni. Wim.) : καθ’ ἅσπερ ἡ γραμματικὴ καὶ f] μουσική, 
κἀν coni Us! 3 συνακολουδεῖ CLA 4 taç alt. om. A 5 αἵπερ τὴν φύσιν CLA 6 
ἐμμόρφους CL : εὐμόρφους A : ἀμόρφους Wim. 7 Ροδίπάσας add. τίθενται L | post 
μόνον add. ἀμόρφους L 7-8 ἄμφω, τάς τ᾽ CL A | τάς T ἐμμόρφους καὶ τὰς τῆς ὕλης 
[v ἐμμόρφους CL Tiph. : te ἀμόρφους A] CLA 9 τέλεον PJ CL : τέλειον A [W] [A] | 
post τέλεον add. ὄν Us? 10 κἀκείνοις w CL A : κἀκεῖνο Bergk 12 ἅπαντ᾽ PJ C [¥] 
[A], ἅπαντα L: ἅπαντά v A |λόγῳ CLA 14 σὰρξ CL A : σωρὸς prop. Us. Wim.!, 
σωρῶν coni. Laks & Most : στράγξ sive ἐξ ἀστρίων sive ἀστραγάλων Bergk | εἰκῆ J, εἴκη 
P 15@¢om.CLA 15-19 xai—eivat secl. Us.” 16 τοῦ λάχιστον C : τοῦτο ἐλάχ- L : 
τοῦ ἐλάχ- A 18 γεινομένων P 19 τὰς δ᾽ C A: eic τὰς L | post εἶναι add. λέγουσι L | 
χαλεπὸν w A : Aeztóv C: Aexvéov L 20 αὐτὸ CLA 21 ἕνεκά tov CL A | συνάγοντας ὦ 
CL A?B? Tiph. : συναγόνας AB | ἅπασι] Us.” 22 ante φυτοῖς add. ἐν CL | πομφόλυγι P 
Α:παμφόλυγι]: παμφόλυγγι CL [¥] [A] 23 ἑτέρων CL A. 


701 τε ὦ CL: τὰς A | ποικιλίας A: ποικίλας CL 3 ποιοῦνται w CL B? : ποιοῦντες AB 
5 post οἷον add. ÑC 6 ποῦ (sic) post ζητεῖ transp. A: om. CL | ζητεῖ PJ A L A: ζητεῖν C 
[¥] 7n600vu o LA:noooöC 810 pr. om. A | î LB?:eiC AB | fj om. A ο ἀρχαῖς CL 
A 12 ἀρχαῖς CL A | post ἀρχαῖς iter. ὅϑεν-- ἀπορήσει C e lin. 9-11 | v Tiph. : τῆς CL 
A 15é@vCLA 15-16 toov ἠρεμεῖν A : τοῦϑ᾽ Noeueiv CL 16 post ὡς add. εἶ L | post 
χινοῦν add. ἄτοπον L 17 πρῶτον καὶ [καὶ om. C] κίνδυνος CL : κίνδυνος πρῶτον A 
19 post τινὰ del. tL! | xal CL A 209 C A: καὶ ὧς L | δεῖ]: δὴ C A 21 κινεῖ CLA 
|ποιεῖν CLA 22 δὲ ἄν CL A. 


8a1 μιμοῦνται CL A | τοῦ ἠρεμοῦντος CL A 2 αὐτοῖς © CL A: ἂν τοῖς coni. Us. 3 
post ληπτέον add. δὲ L 5 post ἢ alt. add. καὶ A 6 καὶ καὶ] | ὃ om. A 11 δ] δὲ Wim, 
μὲν coni. Wim.! 12 δὲ pr.w CL: δέον A 13 ἢ--τῷ w CL A: τῆς οὐσίας Evexa τὸ coni. 
Wim." | Tp L: vov C:10 A 14 βέλτιον PJ ACA [Ψ]: βέλτιστον L 15 tay? PJ CL, 
τάχα A [¥] [A] | οὐδὲν ὦ CL R'B?: ἀϑὲν A 16 post ὑπάρχοι [ὑπάρχει CL] add. καὶ L 
| xar αὐτήν B? : καθ’ αὑτήν CIL AB: nad’ αὐτήν C 17 οὐδὲ 0 C A: οὐδὲν 1, 18 post 
μήτε pr. add. τὸ CL το tw œ C A : τινες L | ἀναλογίαν PJ CL: ἀνολογίαν A [¥] [A] 
20 ληπτέον w CL A : ἀνιτέον prop. Us. | ἐπὶ œ CL A : ἐστὶ coni. Us? | E CLA 23 êv © 
Tiph.:om. CA:7L 26 εὐριπίδην PJ CL: εὐριπίδης A [Y] [A] | οὐχ CL A 





8b1 post οὔ add. note L 3 post ἀλλήλοις add. ἀλλὰ Us." 4 μέλανα PJ WC A: μέλαινα 
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L [A] | αὐτοῖς a W : αὑτοῖς A, prop. Ross 1938 : ἐναντίοις Us. | post δὲ add. καὶ A 7 
dvJ, òv P!: wv P 12 ὑπερβάλλει CLA 14 προβαίνειν w CL: naga- A 15 TO CLA 
16 ante τὸ add. καὶ L | ἄρα ὦ A : ἔστιν CL 17 εἴ CLA 18 post ὄντων add. καὶ L 19 
διαφέρειν w C A : διαφέρει γὰρ L 20 τὰ καθόλου om. L | v PJ CL, te A [¥] [A] 21 fj 
CLA 23 ἑαυτὰ PJ A: αὑτὰ CL [W], lac. in Lat. 23-24 ἦν---τινός susp. Wim. 24 ὅλως 
CLA 25 λεγόμενον w CL: λέγομεν A 26 ιδία πῶς PJ | post otov add. ἐν Us.! 


9a2 δὲ τὸ CLA 4 ταὐτὸ CL A | 8’ PJ A: δὲ CL[W] [A] 6 et dea PJ A A [V] : ei ἔστι 
C: ëu L | παρὰ PJ V L A : περὶ A C | διαιρέσει ὦ L : διαιρέσεις A : διαίρεσις CVSO 7 
τὸ CLA το ἕκαστα PJ A CL [Ψ]: ἕκαστον A 13 post καὶ add. τὰ L 15 γένος iter. L 
16-18 ἔχει- ἱκανῶς secl. Us." 17 ὁμογενῆ ὦ CL: ὁμοιογενῆ A 19 γνωστὰ CLA 23 
δ᾽ otvCLA 26τί CL: om. A. 


9b1 πλεοναχῶς P J A : πολλαχῶς CL [V] [A] | ἢ καὶ CL A : ἐπεὶ xoi coni. Wim.!? 
: ante ἔστι δὲ (pro ἢ) καὶ lac. ind. Us.! : post η et ante xoi lac. ind. et ἠ(γούμεϑα οὖν 
ἐπίστασϑαι.) καὶ prop. Us? 2 ye PJ: te CLA [Y] [A] 7-8 uc ἀρχή CLA 8 τινὸς 
LA:tlvog C 9 λαμβάνοντες ὦ CL BO Tiph.: -ται A: -taç Ald. 10 πρῶτα © LA: 
πρῶτον C 13 φωτεινότατα [φωτιν- J] ὦ CL ΒΖ: ποϑειν- A | βλέπειν CLA 14 τῶν 
τοιούτων PJ VU : om. CLA Lat. 15 xoi pr. om. ΟΙ, 17 alt. ἡ om. ΟΙ, 19 ἔν τινι CL : ἔν 
ttA 21000 CL A?B?O Tiph.: εἰ A 22 καὶ om. A 27 post ἄλλα add. τοῦ [ἀπὸ τοῦ C] 
C! | ἀστρολογία δείκνυσιν CL A | καταλοιπὸν CL A? : κατὰ λοιπὸν A. 





1041 τὰ δὲ CL: ταῦτα δὲ τὰ A | λέγειν ὦ A: λέγει CL 3 ϑέσις CLA 5 ci A : fj CL 
| ἀστρολογία e CL : ἀστρολόγος A 7 post ἕτερα add. γὰρ L | κυριώτατα CLA 8 
φυσικὸς w CIL A: φυσικῶς 10-11 καὶ fj CLA 17 μηδ᾽ ἐν L A : μηδὲν C | n ωδει 
ς: ἢ ὦ δεῖ A: ἢ ὧδε A? Tiph. : om. L | ζητητέον J W CL A : ζητέον P 18 οὐδ᾽ ἐν CL A 
23 ῥάδιοςω CIL A : ῥάδιον C 24 λέγεται CL A | δ᾽ CL: δὲ A | xor] © CL: χρὴν A 28 
ἕνεχα post ἔφοδοι transp. A. 


10b2 καὶ ἀναχωρήσεις om. CL A | καὶ ὑγρότητες [post καὶ add. αἱ L!] e CL A : τῆς 
ὑγρότητος coni. Wim.” 3 post ὅλως add. ai L | πρὸς CLA 4 tfj CLA 4-6 ل‎ 
μεϑισταμένων secl. Us. 8 μαστοὶ PJ CL B : μασϑαὶ A [¥] [A] 10 évioig € C A: ἔνιοι 
L 12 λελωβημένων PJ CL [P] : λελωβημένοις A : om. Lat. 14 δὴ CLA 16 uéytovov 
CLA 18 0888766 PJ L: οὐδενὸς CA [P] [A] 21 uv LA: tives C 23 εἴδεσιν © CL: 
εἴδει A | post τίνος add. γ᾽ A | ταῦτα post ζητήσειεν ἄν τις transp. L 25 ποιοῦσιν ὦ CL 
Α:πεφυκότα οὖσι vel dubit. ποιούσης Us.! : προσοῦσαν coni. Us? 26 καὶ τιμιωτέροις 
om. CL 27 000 0 CA:£ouL 28 ἰδέας CL A. 


1141 διαφοράς A: -oå C, -ράν L | vov om. CL 2 xai om. A 3 tà PJ! Y L A [A]: κατὰ 
C 4 διστασμὸν P CIL : δισταγμὸν C ut vid. et A, δυσταγμὸν J! [VU] [A] | λεγόμενα w 
LO: Àéyouev ἃ C A | ἕκαστον PJ" A CL [VU] : ἑκάστου A 5 post ἁπλῶς iter. ϑετέον--- 
ἔχει el. 3 del. A! | post φύσιν add. εἰκὸς Us? | post ἅπασιν add. ἀνάγκη Us." 8 ὅπου 
€ CL : ὅποι A 10 φάρυγγα PJ! A : -γγαν ΩΓ, -γκαν L [¥] [A] | οἰστοφάγου P 13 
post χάριν lac. ind. Wim." | yàp CLA 141] om. L | ye CL A | ἐμφαίνει διότι ω CL A: 
ἐμφαίνεται ὅτι prop. Fobes | πολὺ © CIL A: rod C 17 ἐμψύχων CLA 18 ἀκαριαῖον 
καὶ βέλτιον τὸ CL A : momentaneum et infirmum Tiph. : ἀκαριαῖον τὸ βέλτιον καὶ τὸ 
prop. Zeller : ἀκαριαῖον καὶ βέλτιον và coni. Us. : ἀκαριαίου καὶ βέλτιον τὸ coni. Ross 
21 καϑάπερ τὰ e CLA: καϑάπτεσϑαι Us.! : καθαιρεῖν và coni. Us? | post φύσεως add. 
ὡς L, lac. ind. Zeller 23 σπεύσιππος P W A A, σπεύσιπος CL: πεύσιπος J" 248 CLA 
| ἄκρα w CL A : ἀϑρόα Us. 25 ἑκατέρωϑεν w CL: ἑκατέρω A 


11b1 ἐπιμιμεῖσϑαι] ἀποστάντα μιμεῖσϑαι Us.! : ἐπινοοῦντες τῶν τῇδε ἀποφαίνονται 
τὸ ëv) μιμεῖσϑαι prop. Us? : ἐπι(νοήσαντες τῶν ἀρχῶν οἴονται τὸ Ev) μιμεῖσϑαι Diels 
(DK) | ye ϑέλειν CL A: om. Tiph. : τὸ ϑεῖον Us! στ’ PJ! CL: te A [Y] [A] ΖΠΟΓΑ ο 
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ἄριστον ὦ CL: ἀόριστον A 11 οὐσίαν w CL A? Tiph.: ἁγίαν A 12 ye a [W] : te V Us.! 
: δὲ (? autem) A 14 và ω CL ΝΒ: τὸ A | µεταβολάς A : μεταβολὴν CL 15 τινὸς PJ! 
ΨΟΑΙΛΙ: τίνος Ι, 18 te CL: om. A | post τάξιν lac. ind. et (καὶ τὸ ὡρισμένον) dubit. 
prop. Us? 2ο uadnuarızd PJ! Y C A : μαθητικά L, μαϑηματικῶν A 22 λαμβάνοι A 
τλαμβάνει CL 23-24 πέρι σκεπτέον L A: περισκεπτέον C 25 λαμβάνειν CLA 26 
σύμπαντος PJ! A L A [¥] : παντὸς C. 


2. THE ARABIC TEXT WITH ENGLISH TRANSLATION 


"T 

ΤΙ 

Τ2 
B 

B! 

{B} 
Alon 
Bertolacci 
Crub.! 
Crub.? 
Gutas 
Marg. 
Treiger 
( ) 
[ ] 


SIGLA 


Tehran, Malik 5925, pp. 2-28, dated 461 Hijra/1069 A.D. 
additions or corrections by the original scribe 

additions or corrections by a second hand 

Oxford, Bodleian, Ouseley 95, ff. 92-95", dated ca. 1630 A.D. 
additions or corrections by the original scribe 

text missing because of physical damage in the manuscript 
edition of the Arabic text in Alon 1985 

private communication by Amos Bertolacci 

readings suggested by Crubellier 1992 

unedited draft edition of the Arabic text 

contributions to this edition 

readings suggested by Margoliouth 1892 

private communication by Alexander Treiger 

editorial additions to the transmitted text 

editorial deletions from the transmitted text 


uc editorial conjecture of a lacuna in the transmitted text 

* An asterisk after the name of an editor indicates that the Arabic 
reading or emendation suggested by him is based on the Greek 
text (provided immediately following in parentheses; see the 
Excursus $1I). 

Abbreviations 

add. added by, addition in 

app. critical apparatus 

appar. apparently (ut videtur) 

codd. codices, when all the manuscripts agree on a reading 

conj. conjectural reading of a word or words admitted in the text, in lieu 
of what is transmitted in the extant manuscripts 

COIT. corrected by, correction in, in cases of changes to the skeleton of a 
word (tahrif; see Chapter 3.5) 

del. deleted by, deletion in 

ind. indicated by or in 

indeterm. indeterminable 

interpr. interpreted by, interpretation in 

lac. lacuna in 

mrg. margin 

om. omitted by, omission in 

prop. proposed reading suggested by, in an apparatus or commentary 
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read. reading by, of unpointed or wrongly pointed skeleton (tashif; see 
Chapter 3.5) 

secl. secluded by 

voc. vocalized by or in (tahrik; see Chapter 3.5) 


w.p. without points; completely unpointed skeleton (rasm) of a word 


[مقالة لثاوفرسطس] 


JS)" + * + (2)‏ واحد) منهما منفصل عن الآخر EN) Y()‏ يتعاونان & 
على وجه من الوجوه على al‏ والأولى فى [اتصال] القياس أن يكون 
ge‏ “اتصال وألا يكون الكل مدخولاً لكن OLS‏ #بعضها متقدمة ” ومبادئ 
وبعضها متأخرة" “اوتحت تلك المبادئ كتقدم الأشياء الأزليّة للأشياء القابلة 
للفساد 


οὐ” (3)‏ كان الأمر كذلك فا طبيعتها οὖν Gy‏ الأشياء وجودها «B‏ إن 
كانت الأشياء المعقولة IG]‏ هى فى التعاليم فقط de?‏ ما يقول بعض الناس 
فليس UL‏ بالأشياء المحسوسة s‏ ولا هى بالجملة مما πο‏ 


G‏ عامس 


Title added by the scribe of B on the basis of the colophon; see Part I, Chapter 3.1 4412 
4-15 JS prop. Crub.!, add. Gutas* (ἑκάτερα) | kef YJ prop. Alon, add. Gutas* (δέ); cf. 
GALex 1,266 $ 3.1, and below at 6a23 : (e Y T {B} | يتعاونان‎ read. Alon : سعاونان‎ T {B} 13 
اتصال‎ secl. Gutas 14 perhaps (ls) اتصال‎ is to be added* (τινα συναφήν); cf. 4b6 etc. | والا‎ 
T, B: ولا‎ Crub? | مدخولا‎ corr. Gutas : مدخول‎ corr. Crub.!?* (ἐπεισοδιῶδες) : موحود‎ T, موجود‎ 
B : موجودا‎ Alon | dls read. Gutas* (οἷον) : ols T B 


! The Arabic manuscripts, lacking the first page of the text, are missing the original 
title. This title is given to the treatise by the scribe of B, on the basis of the mention of 
Theophrastus’s name and metaphysics in the colophon. See above, Part I, Chapter 3.1. 

2 The manuscript has li-annahumä, for which there is no basis in the Greek tradition 
of the text. The correction to illa annahuma is warranted. For illa anna translating δέ (in 
συνεργοῦντα δέ πως) without a preceding μέν see GALex 1,266, illà anna 3.1. 

? [shàq chose the meaning of “substance,” jawhar, for οὐσία. The omission of πᾶσαν 
could be attributed to any stage in the transmission. 

^ Ishaq used here the etymological translation al-awla fi I-qiyás, “more according to 
analogical reasoning,’ for εὐλογώτερον; elsewhere (4b8) he will translate it simply by al- 
awla, “it is more reasonable? The manuscript reads, al-awla fi ttisal al-qiyas, but the word 
ittisal manifestly has been mistakenly introduced into this place from the following line 
and is to be deleted. 


[ESSAY BY THEOPHRASTUS]! 


(2) * * * (each one) of the two is separate from the other, except that? 4a12 
they cooperate somehow with regard to substance. It is more reasonable“ 

that there is a? connection between the two and that the universe is® 

not uncoordinated,’ but that some [parts] of it, as it were, are prior and 
principles, and some [others] are posterior and subordinate to those 
principles,® just as eternal things are prior to the perishable. 


(3) If this is so, then what is their nature and in which? things do they 
exist? For if intelligible things are just in mathematicals alone, as some 
people say, then their connection with sensible things is not obvious,’ 
nor are they, in general, among!! what is needed and of use? with regard 


5 The Arabic does not have here the indefinite particle md, "some; that would 
correspond to Greek τινα; Ishaq apparently felt that the indefinite ittisalun covered 
sufficiently the concept. 

$ The Arabic does use here the verb to be, yaküna, but this need not reflect a Greek 
εἶναι either after μή» as in L, or after ἐπεισοδιῶδες, as in J", apparently two scribal 
"corrections" in the Greek manuscripts; the addition of yaküna is required by the Arabic 
syntax. 

7 For the correction of the transmitted mawjüd to madhül here see Crubellier 1992 
27n13. Ἐπεισοδιώδης is glossed as madhül in the Arabic translation of the Poetics 
1451b33-34, ed. Tkatsch I,240.20 and note 33 = ed. Badawi 105.3-4 and note 1. In Arabic 
madhül essentially means “unsound, "defective" (see Lane, s.v., and cf. J. Ragep, “Freeing 
Astronomy from Philosophy,’ Osiris 16, 2001, p. 66); in this context, where the defect can 
be cured by having prior and posterior elements, and principles which provide coherence 
and subordinate elements that follow them, it would have been possible for the Arabic 
reader to elicit the sense of “uncoordinated” from the word. 

8 Ishaq understood, if not actually read in his exemplar, two sets of τὰ μέν ... τὰ δέ 
clauses, viz., τὰ μὲν πρότερα và ὃ᾽ ὕστερα, καὶ τὰ μὲν ἀρχὰς τὰ δ᾽ ὑπὸ τὰς ἀρχάς (as 
the Greek text is actually corrected in J"), and combined the two μέν phrases and the two 
δέ phrases. 

? Ishaq definitely read ποίοις, but translated it in its Middle Greek meaning of “which” 
rather than in the classical “what kind of”. 

10 The stage at which ἄγαν was omitted here is unspecifiable. 

11 Ishaq undertranslated φαίνεται, “appear; through the use of an indefinite expres- 
sion, “they are among.” 

12 Ishaq translated ἀξιόχρεα with a hendiadys, in which he used both senses of the 
constitutive χρεία in ἀξιόχρεα, need and use. 


4b 
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w 


وينتفع به فى الكل وذلك أن #الأشكال والأشباه والنسّب قد يرى فيها EP‏ 
هى بمنزلة ما نخترعه نحن #فنضعه وصفاً Lely‏ هی فى أنفسها فليست ”ها 
طبيعة قائمة وإن لم تكن ὁ‏ طبيعة قائمة فليس يمكن أن تتصل LEN‏ 
She Ll Sued > Laud „|‏ #وحركة Se‏ وذلك ὃ]‏ العدد نفسه S δὲ‏ 


z 


عن غبره μα‏ الذى am as ατα,‏ الناس أنه Sol‏ هذه وأعظمها (Jas‏ 
ليس له طبيعة قائمة 


)4( “وإن كان هاهنا جوهر Ὁ‏ آخر أشد تقدماً وفضلاً AB?‏ ينبغى أن نروم 
القول فيه هل هو واحد فى العدد أو واحد فى النوع أو واحد فى الجنس 


21a وينتفع‎ read. Marg. : T (w.p.), وشمع‎ B 21b نخترعه‎ read. Marg. : سخترعه‎ 8 : ac 25 T : نخبر‎ 
«e Alon 23 «23 read. Marg. : فنصعه‎ B : T (wp. a smudge on top of the ع‎ could either 
be accidental or an attempt to change the reading to 4443 in view of the following maf il 
mutlaq) | وصفا‎ T: وضعا‎ 8 4b2 sob ab واد ¢ تكن لا‎ B, add. mrg. T! 3 تحدث‎ B, T (w.p.) 
4b after قائمة‎ break (..) ind. T 6 Lisi يريد طبيعة الأشياء المعقولة [جوهر ما آخر‎ add. mrg. T! 


13 Arabic al-kull, with the article, means the universe, thus translating τοῦ παντός, 
also with the article. Margoliouth 1892, 195 (followed by Alon 1985, 206), had suggested 
reading πάντως, but there is no evidence for this; apart from the fact that, as discussed in 
the commentary on the Greek text, πάντως is not a viable alternative in this passage, in 
two translations which are almost certainly the work of Ishaq, the NE and Phys., πάντως is 
translated, not by fi I-kull, the text we have here, but by là mahälata (ΝΕ 1124b9 = 263.16 
ed. Badawi, 112845 = 281.5; Phys. 251b2 = 807.2 ed. Badawi), ‘ala l-wujühi kulliha (Phys. 
198b5 = 140.16), and ‘ala kulli halin (Phys. 217b22 = 401.2). The sense of the Arabic 
passage here is very close to van Raalte’s (105) interpretation of the Greek: mathematicals 
are not of use with regard to (explaining) the universe because “they are not real enough 
or not powerful enough to account for the universe as we know it.” 

14 Ishaq misread the syntax of this sentence and wrongly took “figures, etc.’ as the 
object of both participles (μεμηχανημένα = nahtari‘uhu, and περιτιθέντων = nada'uhü 
wasfan). The latter translates etymologically the Greek participle: wada‘a translates τίϑημι 
and wasf renders the concept of enveloping something with a description, included in the 
preposition περι-. In the other two instances in the treatise where the same verb occurs 
(6b7 and 7a20) Ishaq used different words according to sense. 
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to the universe. The reason is that figures, images, and proportions 
may be thought to be like something which we devise only ourselves 
and posit as descriptions'*—but as for them in themselves, they have no 
self-standing nature. And if they do not have a self-standing nature, 
then it is not possible" for them to connect with the things of nature 
so as to produce in them life and movement, for example; the reason is 
that number itself—let alone anything else'’—about which some people 
believe that it is the first of these and the most significant, has no self- 
standing nature.” 


(4) But if there is another substance prior and superior? we ought to?! 
seek to say about it whether it is one in number, or one in species, or one 
in genus. What is more reasonable, given that their? nature is the nature 


15 The Arabic qa’ima, "self-standing; is a semantic elaboration added by Ishaq in- 
tended to temper the absolute sense of the Greek οὐδεμίαν. The implication, even in 
the Greek, is not that intelligibles, if they consist only of mathematicals, have abso- 
lutely no nature—they would be ineffable otherwise—but that they would have, in this 
understanding, no constitutive nature in things, a nature that could be described as self- 
standing or having independent subsistence. 

16 Ishaq took εἰ δὲ μή not as negating δοχεῖ μεμηχανημένα εἶναι, but as a specific 
negative affecting only the immediately preceding verb, ἔχει (φύσιν). 

17 The Arabic laysa yumkinu almost certainly translates here an original οὐχ οἷόν te 
or οὐχ οἷά τε; yumkinu invariably translates οἷόν te whenever it occurs in this work: 8bs, 
9a27, 11a8, 11b5. On the basis of the Arabic it is not possible to decide between the two 
Greek alternatives, though the structure of the Greek sentence would suggest the second; 
see the commentary. 

18 This phrase is not a gloss but renders the force of αὐτός as amplified by the negative 
οὐδέ in οὐδὲ γὰρ αὐτὸς 6 ἀριϑμός. 

19 “Self-standing nature” is added by Ishaq to complete the elliptical sentence—as is 
done by modern translators also—though he understands it differently; see the commen- 
tary. 

ἃ A marginal gloss added by the scribe, Yahya ibn-Jarir, explains, “He means the 
nature of intelligible things.” 

?! In the construction qad yanbagi for πειρατέον yanbagi renders the suffix -téov 
while the particle qad followed by the imperfect lends emphasis. This use of the particle 
with the imperfect, which can be either emphatic, as here, or factual, though not noted 
in formal grammars (neither Wright’s nor Fischer’s grammar has it), is frequent not only 
in this text and in other Graeco-Arabic translations but also in standard medieval Ara- 
bic generally. For the emphatic use see H. Reckendorf, Die syntaktischen Verhältnisse des 
Arabischen, Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1895-1898, 300, and for the factual G. Graf, Der Sprachge- 
brauch der ältesten christlich-arabischen Literatur, Leipzig: Harrassowitz, 1905, 34. 

22 The Arabic translation scrupulously preserves the plural in ἐχούσας, with the 
general reference to substances being understood. See the commentary. 
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والأولى ”إذا كانت طبيعتها طبيعة مبدأ أن يكون وجودها فى أشياء كثيرة‎ 
SV "ازائدة اللهم إلا أن تكون أوائل وجودها فى‎ 


an au (5)‏ أن نلتمس أن نوضح على وجه من الوجوه SNP‏ جوهر هو 
هذا الجوهر إن كان واحداً أو (οἷ‏ الجواهر هى إن كانت Gps (as)‏ بياناً 
عن ذلك بطريق المقايسة "أو بطريق من التشبيه آخر وأخلق ol i‏ نكون فى 
ذلك مضطرين إلى *'إدراك ἀν’‏ [تعالى] على ما هو عليه “'بقوّة ما وفضل 
على سائر الأشياء *'وذلك OF‏ مبدأ جميع الأشياء كلها αν "P‏ وجود 


جنيع الأشياء وبقاؤها وأخلق οὐ JU"‏ بذلك على هذا الوجه ألا يكون سهلاً 


OF Lal‏ سلوك سبيل أخرى “هى أوضح من هذه أو أقرب إلى التصديق 


ربا صعب 


)5.1( فإذ كان ”المبدأ يجرى هذا المجرى من قبل أنه يتصل بالأشياء 
المحسوسة #والطبيعة على الإطلاق من القول هى فى الحركة وهذا الأمر ”هو 
الأمر الذى يخصها فمن البين أنه ينبغى أن نجعل هذا سبباً #للحركة لكن 


10 زائدة‎ read. Marg. : «xl; B : رايده‎ T : ذاتية‎ Alon | تكون‎ read. Marg. : يكون‎ T B | bogs ul 
voc. Treiger iib first أى‎ corr. Alon* (tig): gg T and appar. B (partly damaged) | second 
إن‎ corr. Gutas* (ei) : اذ‎ B: اد‎ T | ره كانت‎ ... add. in mrg. T! with صح‎ notation, om. B : (كثي)رة‎ 
add. Alon* (πλείους) omitting the marginal كانت‎ 12b LI corr. Alon* (εἴτε) : UT: Ll B | 
بياناً‎ corr. Gutas: سنا‎ T: te B: Gs sic Alon 13 Tread. Alon: احر‎ 1 :,5,-() 8 15a dls 
secl. Gutas 15b en T (w.p.) {B} : om. Alon 16 وبقاؤها‎ read. Alon: T (w.p.) {B} 17 الا‎ 
'1' : الا ان‎ B | سبيل‎ read. Crub?: T (w.p.) B (w.p.) : سبل‎ Alon 18 50 read. Crub? : T (w.p.) 
{B}: οὐ Alon 19 من‎ corr. Gutas : jn T (BJ | يتصل‎ read. Alon : T (w.p.) : jew B | after 
المحسوسة‎ break (..) ind. T 


23 The mistranslation here is due to Ishaq’s wrong choice of meaning for περιττοῖς, 
which he understood in its primary sense, "beyond the regular number, excessive;' rather 
than what Theophrastus apparently intended here, "extraordinary" If this is so, then 
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of a principle, is that they exist in many and excessive things?—unless, 
of course, there are first [things]?* whose existence is in the first. 


(5) We accordingly ought to try and make clear somehow what substance 
this substance is, if itis one, or what substances they are, if they are many, 
in an exposition about this either? by way of comparison or by some 
other way of similarity. It is likely that in this regard we need to apprehend 
god as he is in himself,” through some power and superiority [he has] 
over the rest of things. The reason is that the first principle of all things, 
all of them, is divine, and through it all things exist and abide. It is likely 
that carrying this out in this manner is not? easy; furthermore, following 
another way which would be clearer than this or more credible may be?? 
difficult. 


(5.1) Since the first principle is such due to? the fact that it is connected 
with sensible things, and nature, absolutely speaking, is in motion— 
something which is its unique property—it is evident that we ought to 
posit this as cause of motion. But insofar as it is motionless in itself, 


clearly ὀλίγοις could not stand, in his view, and ὀλίγοις was either rendered by Ishaq 
himself as “many”, katira, or, if not, what Ishaq might have originally written for it, qalila, 
was "emended" to katira by a later scribe or reader to fit the meaning, as Crubellier 1992, 
28n14 suggests. In any case, the Arabic evidence here concerns only the transmission 
within the Arabic tradition and is of no interest for the Greek text. 

4 Ishaq read πρώτας for πρώτοις, and possibly either missed or disregarded the 
following καί which might have stood in W; he thus read, ei μὴ ἄρα καὶ πρώτας [xai] ἐν 
τῷ πρώτῳ, sc. εἶναι. 

25 Alon’s correction of the transmitted and here to imma is warranted by the Greek 
text. For imma ... aw translating εἴτε... εἴτε see GALex 1,356. 

26 “As he is in himself? ‘ala mà huwa ‘alayhi translates ὥσπερ ἂν 1] or εἴη, which is what 
Ishaq most likely understood, rather than read, for ὥσπερ ἂν ei in the Greek text. It is also 
likely, though perhaps less so, that he read ὅσπερ for ὥσπερ; ὅσπερ, as a matter of fact, 
would be perfectly rendered in Arabic by ‘ald mà huwa 'alayhi, “as he is in himself”: cf. LSJ 
s.v. $ 5b. For the ὥσπερ/ ὅσπερ confusion in Greek manuscript readings see Daiber 1980, 
333. Ishaq thus read and punctuated the main sentence as, ἀνάγκη δ᾽ ἴσως λαμβάνειν 
ὥσπερ (or ὅσπερ) ἂν Å (or εἴη) τὸν ϑεόν, δυνάμει τινὶ καὶ ὑπεροχῇ τῶν ἄλλων, where 
τὸν ϑεόν is taken as the object οΓλαμβάνειν. 

27 Ishaq read the negation οὐ here for οὖν in the Greek text. 

28 Ishaq understood the δέ after χαλεπόν to introduce a second alternative for τάχα, 
as if the structure were τάχα μὲν οὐ ῥάδιον ... τάχα δὲ χαλεπόν. 

2 The manuscript reading (T only; B has a lacuna) has fa-min qibali, but the fa- 
clearly needs to be secluded. It is in all likelihood a scribal addition intended to make 
the min qibali clause the apodosis after the initial in kana. The proper apodosis, however, 
following the Greek, comes in line 4b21 with fa-min al-bayyin. 
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من قبل أنه هو فى نفسه غير متحرك فمن #البين آنه ليس هو سبب الحركة 

للأشياء 'الطبيعيّة لكن الذى بقى أن يكون يحركها بقوة ما أخرى أفضل 

“وأقدم وهذه هى طبيعة المتشوق إليه "وعنها تكون الحركة الدوريّة المتصلة 

ο‏ “لا s‏ فيجب من ذلك أن يكون القول بأنّه ليس هو تمبداً الحركة أو 
Dir. ας ο κα at‏ 


GG (6)‏ إلى “هذا الموضع فكأن القول كامل إذ جعل المبدأ 7لجميع الأشياء 
واحداً ووصف abs‏ "وجوهره وذكر فيه أنه ليس بشىء متجزئ ولا ذى 
مقدار “بل رفع على الإطلاق إلى مرتبة هى أفضل من ذلك ''وأشبه بالله ορ‏ 
dies‏ على هذا النحو أولى "من أن يرقّع التقسيم à κ‏ 
أن *#"السلب لمن قال به فيه فى مرتبة del‏ وأصدق Gig‏ ما بعد ذلك 


“فيحتاج فيه إلى قول abl‏ من هذا القول فى التشوق ul‏ شىء هو Gly‏ 


5a2 المتشوق‎ corr. Alon. : التشوق‎ corr. Marg.* (boextoð) : المسوب‎ TB 4a jas corr. Crub.'”* 
(ἄπαυστος) : „as T {B}: تتغير‎ Alon 5 بتحركه‎ corr. Gutas* (κινούμενον) : سحربكه‎ T {B}: 
بتحريكه‎ read. Alon | عركا‎ add. Gutas 4b منفسخاً‎ read. Crub.!? : T (w.p.) {B} : |e Alon | 
after ايضا‎ break ind. (..) T 6 ols read. Alon* (οἷον) : T (w.p.), B (w.p.) | إذ‎ corr. Gutas* 
(ποιῶν participium coniunctum; cf. GALex 1,150) : οἱ T {B} 8 متجزئ‎ read. Crub.!?, T 
(w.p.) {B}: 5, Alon 11 يرفع‎ Corr. Gutas* (ἀφαιρετέον) : eo T {B}: يوقع‎ read. Alon | 
والتجزۇ‎ read. Gutas : والىحرى‎ T {B} : والتجزئ‎ read. Crub.!?: والتحرك‎ Alon | «e corr. Gutas : فيه‎ 
T (B) 13a under السلب‎ gloss in bottom mrg. (truncated in the photographs) ... يريد أن‎ 

Jb... ab 1": ... (a) (3) all)... mrg. gloss B! (truncated in the photograph); 
cf. 5b27 below 


30 Ishaq apparently read or understood the genitive τοῦ for the dative τῷ (at 4b23) in 
his exemplar, and this caused the misinterpretation of the sentence. 

31 The use of the word “movement” (haraka) here in the Arabic need not necessarily 
imply that the word κίνησις was present in the manuscript, as Usener conjectured. The 
Arabic translation, just like the modern language translations, could not be as elliptical 
as the Greek original. 
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it is evident that it is not the cause of?” motion for natural things, but 
what remains is that it moves them by some other, superior and prior, 
power, and this is the nature of the desirable, from which there comes 
into being the continuous circular movement?! that does not abate. From 
this it becomes necessary that the view?— which maintains that it is not 
the source of motion, or? that if it does initiate motion it does (so)?* by 
being [itself] in motion— be invalidated 27 


(6) Up to this point, then, it is as if the account is complete, since it 
makes the first principle of all things [to be] one, describes its activity 
and substance, and mentions about it that it is not something divisible or 
quantitative but raises [it] absolutely unto a rank that is better than that? 
and more like god. For that it should be described in such a manner is 
more appropriate than that division and partition be removed from it. 
The reason is that the negative statement,” by those who maintain it in 
this connection, is on a level? that is loftier and? closer to truth. As for 
what [comes] after that, it is in need of a more extensive account than 


9 “The view; al-qawl bi- (a doctrine which one holds), renders the implication of 1ó 
in τὸ μὴ εἶναι. 

33 Ishaq failed to understand the use here of the discjunctive ἤ in the sense of πλήν. 

34 The addition of muharrikan here to complete the thought seems to be necessary. The 
transmitted sentence in Arabic can be read two ways. (a) In kana yuharraku, fa-huwa bi- 
tahrikihi yakünu, assuming Ishaq did not understand the sentence and translated literally 
and blindly, because this corresponds one to one to the Greek, εἰ κινούμενον (sc. ἐστί) = 
in kûna yuharraku, κινήσει (sc. xıvobuevov ἔσται) = bi-tahrikihi. The final yakünu can be 
taken to be either elliptical, i.e., yakünu yuharraku, translating the presumed χινούμενον 
ἔσται, or a repeated yakünu harking back to yajibu min dälika an yaküna l-qawlu ... 
yakünu munfasihan. (b) Assuming Ishaq did understand the sentence, then by changing 
the tahrik to taharruk for xıvobuevov and adding muharrikan to complete the thought, 
a perfect match to the Greek sense can be obtained, since it is clear that Ishaq had exactly 
the same Greek text that we do. 

35 The Arabic reads aydan, which indicates that W read καὶ rat’ ἐκεῖνο. Usener's 
conjecture (and Camotiuss) was thus partly correct, in that καί does not substitute for 
κατ’ but is to be added to it. 

?6 The words “better than that" (afdal min dalika) would seem to render the force of 
the indefinite τινά, which is not otherwise translated: “some better rank" is a “rank that 
is better than that,” i.e., other ranks. 

37 Under “negative” there is a marginal gloss by the scribe, Yahya ibn-Jarir, that is partly 
legible: “He means that the knowledge of God ...”. Cf. below at 5b27. 

38 What is to be understood is clearly, “is (an argument (λόγῳ) that is) on a level,’ 
where Ishaq did not explicitly translate λόγῳ, since it is adequately covered by as-salb, 
"negative statement,’ and added the implied “level,” or “rank,” martaba. 

?? Ishaq translated the very common locution ἅμα te καί with a simple “and” (wa-). 
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يست بواحدة بل‎ LEN من قل‎ 3 μαι al] الأشباء ينشوق‎ 
يخفى أيضاً‎ uU أكثر من واحد *'وحركاتها متضادة على وجه من الوجوه‎ 
Ob لا تفثر 7اوالسبب [فى] الذى له صار ذلك كذلك‎ Uie من أمرها‎ 
تتحرك حركة واحدة بعينها‎ Gl تكون كلها‎ VPS المحرك إن كان واحداً فشنع‎ 
من واحد‎ ο πρ 
فيكون اتفاقها حتى #صارت إلى هذه الشهوة التى هى أفضل الشهوات ليس‎ 
BET السسبب فيها‎ DE كثرة الأكر‎ OL (7) بوجه من الوجوه‎ Ey هو‎ 
لم آنّس إلى كلام المنجمين فى ذلك‎ Su كلاماً ”أجل من ذلك‎ 


Ue y» (8)‏ > 7 فيه أيضاً || بت الذى له *صارت هذه الأكر ü‏ كانت 
فيها شهوة طبيعيّة ὄρη‏ تطلب الحركة ”ولا تطلب السكون d‏ وقت من 
الأوقات ”فلم صار *القائلون بالواحد والقائلون بالأعداد يقولون مع 


15 واحد‎ 1 {B}: واحدة‎ Alon 16b تفتر‎ corr. Gutas* (ἀνήνυτον): ~~ T {B}: οὐ read. Crub.?: 
تتغير‎ Alon 170 ف‎ secl. Gutas; cf. 5423 below | فشنع‎ corr. Treiger* (ἄτοπον; cf. 5b14 below) 
Dp T (B): فبديع‎ read. Crub.? : om. Alon 18 للآخر‎ read. Crub2, T (w.p.) {B}: للآخرة‎ Alon 
19 والمبادئ‎ corr. Gutas* (T) : فالمبادى‎ T {B} 20 after الوجوه‎ break (..) ind. T 22b آنس‎ read. 
Gutas : انس‎ T {B}: انسب‎ Alon 23 يتحير‎ read. Alon* (ἄπορον) : T (w.p.) (Bj 


40 Ishaq took the phrase οὗ χάριν, “for whose sake,” i.e., the “reason,” to mean the 
“reason for the interminableness” of the movements of the celestial spheres. This seems 
to be due to the fact that this phrase (οὗ χάριν) does not have the article τό prefixed 
to it, which would have made it unambiguously refer to the final cause. Without the 
article, Ishaq took the phrase to refer to the reason for which the interminableness (τὸ 
ἀνήνυτον) exists, and so what his Arabic sentence means is, “What is also unknown about 
the movements of the rotating things is, first, that they do not abate, and second, the 
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this account on desire: what [kind of] thing it is and what things the one 
who desires desires, insofar as the rotating things are not one but more 
than one and their movements are somehow opposed to one another. 
What is also unknown about [the movements] is that they do not abate 
and the reason why that is 50.40 For if the mover is one, it is unseemly“! 
that not all of them move with the identical one motion only; and if each 
one of them has a mover different from the mover of the other, and” 
the first principles are more than one, then their concord, with a view 
to? arriving at this desire which is the best of desires,** is by no means 
evident. (7) As for the multiplicity of spheres, the reason for it requires 
a discussion more weighty than this, for I did not find congenial* the 
discussion on the subject by the astronomers. 


(8) Also perplexing is the reason why these spheres, having a natural 
desire, have come to seek only motion and not rest at any time.“° Why, 
then, have the adherents of the one and the adherents of numbers come 


reason for which they do not abate" Modern interpretations tend to view the οὗ χάριν 
phrase to refer to the final cause of their movement, not the (proximate) cause of their 
interminable movement. 

^! For the Arabic translation of ἄτοπον here and at 5b14 and 7b23 see the commentary. 

42 The manuscripts have fa- here, which would make this point the beginning of the 
apodosis of the second conditional eive sentence, but it is difficult to see how Ishaq 
could have made this error. Since the apodosis begins properly with fa-yakünu in the 
next clause, the fa- in fa-I-mabädi’ is in all probability a mistake within the Arabic 
transmission, in which case the original wa- of Ishaq is to be restored. 

35 Ishaq took ὥστε not as introducing the apodosis (correctly; see the commentary), 
but with the participle (apparently against normal usage), ὥστε eic ὄρεξιν ἰόντων, hatta 
särat ila hadihi s-Sahwa. 

44 Ishaq took “the best of desires" literally, rather than as “desire for the best;” see the 
note to the translation of the Greek and the commentary. 

^5 The verb used here, lam ἅπας, is first person singular jussive of anisa, the masdar 
of which, anasatun, is used in the Arabic translation of Aristotle's Rhetoric to render 
οἰκειότης; in all likelihood it stands for οἰκεῖος in this passage (see GALex 1,523). It 
would seem that Ishaq took oixeioc as meaning “congenial or familiar" to “me’, i.e., 
Theophrastus, rather than the intended “proper to the subject under discussion,” and thus 
added the first person singular, fa-inni lam ἅπας. It seems more probable to assume this 
than the other alternative, namely that V read μοι οἰκεῖος, which would make less sense 
in the Greek context, because it would then mean, “an account that is proper or belonging 
to me, Theophrastus,” rather than the subject under discussion. 

^6 Ishaq misread note as a temporal enclitic instead of intensive or exclamatory. 
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القائلين أيضاً بالأعداد‎ SB? واحد‎ Jis قولهم بالتقيل “هذا القول على‎ 


ὦ ϱ) δα‏ إن الواحد 327 الأعداد 


ὀρ» )8.1(‏ كان هاهنا ts‏ وكان مع ذلك تشوق" إلى "أفضل الأمور sb‏ 


فذلك مع نفس إلا أن يقول قائل إن بالشبه #والاختلاف تكون الأشياء 
المتحركة ذوات أنفس ”وقد يرى أن مع وجود النفس الحركة وذلك οἱ‏ “ما 
له نفس ali?‏ حياة» #عنها تكون الشهوات الداعية إلى كل واحد ما يشتهى 
155 نجد ذلك فى الحيوان OW‏ الحواس 0156 كان وجودها Cl‏ هو فى الانفعال 
Uus‏ إلا الجاعل حال تنسب إلى أن نا Of Laat?‏ كان الأول gh [a]‏ سيت 


25€ بالتقيل‎ read. Alon* (μιμήσει) : T (w.p.) {B}: بالتقبل‎ read. Crub? 27b فى‎ T {B}: هو‎ prop. 
Gutas 5b1 Οἱ sic T (w.p.) instead of «l, {B} | بالشبه‎ read. Crub.?, T (w.p.) {B}: بالتشبه‎ Alon 
2 والاختلاف‎ corr. Alon* (διαφοράν) : والاحصلاط‎ T {B}: والاختلاط‎ read. Crub.'? 3a يرى‎ 
Crub.?, T (w.p.) {B}: ترى‎ read. Alon 6 JlabilJl corr. Alon* (πάσχειν) : JYI T {B} | تنسب‎ 
read. Alon : mw T {B} : 5 Crub? 7 Ll corr. Gutas : äl T {B} 


47 "This elliptical sentence baffled Ishaq as much as modern interpreters. To begin with, 
Ishaq took τὸ ἕν to be the subject of the sentence in indirect speech, not τοὺς ἀριϑμούς, as 
modern translators do. For the rest, we have two alternatives: either Ishaq interpreted the 
Greek to mean "the one is among (fi) the numbers" in order to avoid translating literally 
the Greek sentence and ending up with what he may have felt was relatively meaningless, 
"the one is the numbers,” or, there is a slight textual corruption with the preposition fi, 
“in, which does not exist in the Greek, and which can accordingly be corrected to huwa 
for fi, thus reading, yaqülüna inna l-wáhida huwa l-a'dádu, “they say that the one is the 
numbers,’ rendering precisely the Greek with to ἕν as the subject, as mentioned earlier. 
Either of these alternatives seems more plausible than assuming that Ishaq had a variant 
Greek text in VU, something like ἐν τοῖς ἀριϑμοῖς or τῶν ἀριϑμῶν for τοὺς ἀριθμούς, as 
suggested by Crubellier 1992, 30n22. 

^ Ishaq read in W εἰ δή, the reading also in J, and not ei δ᾽ fj. See the second following 
note. 

35 Ishaq read here διαφοράν, ihtilaf, along with all the Greek manuscripts, reproduc- 
ing the primitive error in the Neoplatonic archetype. 
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to maintain, at the same time that they adhere to imitation, this statement 
in the same way? For the adherents also of numbers maintain that the one 
is among the numbers. 


(8.1) And if there is? desire, and there is along with it desire towards the 
best of things, then this involves soul, unless one were to maintain that 
it is through resemblance and variance? that things that are in motion 
come to possess souls. As a matter of fact, it seems?! that with the 
existence of the soul there is motion,” the reason being that whatever has 
soul also has life, from which there come the desires propelling toward 
each individual object of appetite, as we find that [to be the case] with 
animals. For although the existence of the senses consists only in being 
affected by others, they are nevertheless such due to the fact that they 
have souls.” So if the first is the cause of just the circular motion, then it 


50 Ishaq understood as follows the syntax of the original: εἰ δὴ ἔφεσις (sc. ἔστιν), ἄλλως 
τε καὶ τοῦ ἀρίστου (sc. ἔστιν ἔφεσις), μετὰ ψυχῆς (sc. oa) εἰ μή τις λέγοι, (ὅτι) xat 
ὁμοιότητα καὶ διαφορὰν ἔμψυχ᾽ àv εἴη τὰ κινούμενα. I would think that it was his 
misreading of the syntax that led him to assume ὅτι after λέγοι (and thus everything 
after λέγοι as part of the reported speech) rather than that ὅτι actually was present in 
his manuscript YW, as Usener! conjectured. It is to be noted that in 5b1 inna (that) is used 
without a following accusative, a characteristic of Middle Arabic; see Blau § 402.2 (p. 512). 

51 Wa-qad yurû, factual use of qad with the imperfect; see above, note 21. 

52 The presence of the word wujüd indicates that Ishaq took the Greek ὑπάρχειν to 
mean existence (and not, to belong to, with the dative), which led him to the following 
analysis of the sentence (leaving doxet aside): ἅμα τῇ ψυχῇ καὶ χίνησις ὑπάρχει = ἅμα 
τῇ ὑπάρξει τῆς ψυχῆς καὶ χίνησις ὑπάρχει, transferring the concept of ὑπάρχειν also 
to ψυχή, which is implied in the Greek anyway. Then in order to avoid redundance, 
he translated only once the concept expressed by ὑπάρχειν, thus: Gua τῇ ὑπάρξει τῆς 
ψυχῆς καὶ κίνησις = maʻa wujüdi n-nafsi l-haraka. It is clear that Ishaq read ψυχῇ in 
the dative, corroborating Usener’s conjecture, though in his case he understood ἅμα as a 
preposition governing the dative and not as an adverb (see the commentary). The Arabic 
follows closely the Greek word order (wa-qad yurä anna ma'a wujüdi n-nafsi l-harakata). 
The nominal sentence used here would normally have the subject come first because it is 
definite (al-haraka), and it would read, inna l-harakata ma‘a wujüdi n-nafsi. The inversion 
does have the desired effect of emphasis, though it seems a bit forced. 

5 Ishaq misunderstood the syntax of τοῖς ζῴοις; he did not realize that it is parallel to 
τοῖς ἔχουσιν and translated it as “with regard to,” fr. 

54 The Arabic indicates that the Greek in W read ὅμως ὡς ἐμψύχοις, with illä annaha 
rendering ὅμως, ‘ala halin wc, and tunsabu ila anna laha anfusan ἐμψύχοις; tunsabu 
ila in particular renders the dative in ἐμψύχοις. Usener’s conjecture is spectacularly 
corroborated. 
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الحركة الدورية فليس هو سبب أفضل الأمور وذلك أن سبب النفس أفضل‎ 
الشهوة‎ ὃ ος as gill يكون سبب الفهم‎ ob dolo منه وأقدم منه‎ 


UT Ca (9)‏ قائله Lal‏ ""موضع طلب وبحث أعنى 1 صارت الأجسام 
الدوريّة دون غيرها ذوات تشوق #افأمًا سائر الأجسام التى تلى الوسط فليس 


فيها ولا αρ!)‏ تشوق هذا على UT‏ متحركة :اهل ذلك من قبل 


ضعفها وعجزها أو من قبل أن “الأول لا يبلغ إليها إلا أنه إن كان Y [a]‏ 
at u "s . u, " t. & B H‏ 

يبلغ إليها للضعف والكلال فذلك شع ”'وذلك أنه على كل حال أقوى من 

“زاوس الذى قال فيه ΔΙ peg pal‏ 


ye”‏ حول الأرض مع البحر كله 


10 after الشهوة‎ break )..( ind. T 11 وبحث‎ read. Alon, T (w.p.), B(w.p.) 14 والكلال‎ Gea 
corr. μίας” (δι ἀσϑένειαν) : IAS, الضعف‎ T {B}: ضعف وكلال‎ corr. mrg. T! | شنع‎ read. 
Gutas : سشع‎ appar. T {B}: شنيع‎ Alon Crub? 16 زاوس‎ read. Alon, T (w.p.) {B} | اميروس‎ 
read. Crub.?, T (w.p.) {B}: اوميروس‎ Alon 17 جبرهم‎ read. Gutas* (reading &ovoaíu(nv) 
for ἐρύσαιμ᾽ in the transmitted text) : paz T {B} : يجرهم‎ Alon : جرهم‎ Crub? : „a > prop. 
Treiger 


55 The neuter form κρεῖττον confused Ishaq—as it did later Greek scribes who “cor- 
rected” it to the feminine form, κρείττων, to go with ἢ κίνησις (see the commentary). 
But having too much respect for his text to attempt facile emendations, Ishàq, unlike the 
Greek scribes, tried to understand it in context. If xgeittov is neuter, Ishaq thought, the 
only noun it could refer to in the sentence would be τὸ αἴτιον of the preceding line. He 
thus translated, “the cause is better; apparently interpreting the femine article in ἡ τῆς 
ψυχῆς as ἡ (αἰτία), allowing Theophrastus the licence to alternate between the neuter 
and feminine forms of the word. For consistency, Ishàq continued with the same refer- 
ent, cause, also in the next sentence, and translated ἡ τῆς διανοίας not as “the motion 
of comprehension" but as “the cause of comprehension? The neuter in κρεῖττον would 
also seem to have influenced Ishaq’s understanding of τῆς ἀρίστης, which he translated 
also in the neuter as if it were τοῦ ἀρίστου: “the best of things" instead of “the best move- 
ment.” The resulting mistranslation inadvertently shifts the discussion from a comparison 
of motions—the one initiated by the first versus the one by the soul—to a comparison of 
causes: the first cannot be just the cause of circular motion, because then the cause of 
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will not be the cause of the best of things; the reason is that the cause of 5b8 
the soul is better than it, prior to it, and more fitting that it be the cause 
of comprehension, from which springs desire.” 


(9) There is a point to be investigated and researched also in what I will 
now say, namely, why the rotating bodies alone have come to posses 
desire. As for the rest of the bodies that are adjacent to the center, there is 
among them not even one that has desire, despite [the fact] that they are 
mobile. Is that due to their weakness and impotence or due to the [fact] 
that the first does not reach them? Except that if it does not reach them on 
account of [its] own“ weakness and fatigue, that would be unseemly.” 
The reason is that [the first] is throughout”! stronger than Zeus, about 
whom Homer? says that 


he restored them® around the earth,° together with all the sea. 


soul would be better than it, and this is unacceptable for the first. This view would not be 
alien to the neoplatonized Aristotelianism of the Baghdad Aristotelians who were both 
patrons and consumers of translations of philosophical texts like this. 

56 This emphasis would appear to be the force of innamä here: “if the first does not 
reach them on account of precisely the weakness it has ...”, i.e., on account of its own 
weakness. For the emphatic use of innamä see GALex 1501, $ 11. 

57 For the Arabic translation of ἄτοπον see the commentary at 5a17. 

55 “Throughout, ‘ald kulli hälin (literally, “in every case"), stands in the translation in 
the place of ἄν τις ἀξιώσειεν, hardly an appropriate rendition. There can be no question 
that Ishaq knew the meaning of the word, for in the other two passages where it occurs it 
is translated in acceptable fashion (6a3 awjaba, 6416 layta si'ri). ἀξιόω itself is normally 
rendered with some form of the root hl in the translation literature (GALex L,572-576), 
but this also is far from being the case here. Manifestly something went wrong in W at this 
point. On the basis of the Arabic, ‘ala kulli hälin (“in every case") for ἄν τις ἀξιώσειεν, it 
would appear that Ishaq read something like ἅπασι ὡς εἶεν (“as they might be for all”), 
though the corruption is difficult to guess. 

> The spelling of the name of Homer here, ’miriis, is relatively unusual. 

6° The Arabic has a skeleton (حرهم)‎ which can be pointed to read jabarahum, the 
only feasible reading given the skeleton. Jabarahum means “he rescued, restored them,’ 
translating ἐρυσαίμ(ην) instead of ἐρύσαιμ in the transmitted text, an accenting of the 
word that is also found in Greek manuscript J. The former is aorist optative middle, 1st 
person, for ἐρύομαι (ῥύομαι), “to rescue, deliver,’ while the original (ἐρύσαιμ”) is aorist 
optative active for ἐρύω, "to draw, drag? Ishaq manifestly chose the “rescue” meaning, 
taking the verb to be in the middle voice. Crubellier suggested reading jarrahum (draw), 
which would be a precise rendering of the correct ἐρύσαιμ”; but this reading would also 
require to correct the transmitted skeleton of the Arabic word given above. 

61 "The first intensive αὐτῇ is not translated because apparently Ishaq felt that it is well 
represented in kullihi after al-bahr. 
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#افقد بقى أن يكون ذلك من طريق Οἱ‏ هذا شئ غير قابل ولا حتمل للارتباط 


Gel” (10)‏ بباحث أن يبحث قبل ذلك Ge‏ أنا قائله كيف الحال فيه هل 
هذه الأجسام أجزاء للسماء أو ليست أجزاءً ها وإن كانت 2أجزاء U‏ فكيف 
صارت أجزاءً لها وذلك UT‏ نجدها كأنّها قد nails μοι‏ الأجسام 
το‏ هى فى غاية الشرف فى أماكنها Gy‏ فعلها إن كانت الحركة الدورية 
كذلك ορ‏ نجد ορ” Was‏ موضع إلى موضع وبعضها إلى بعض Ss‏ 
عرض لزمها عن ERI‏ ۰ 


)10.1( ?5 ]0 كان ما هو فى LE‏ الفضيلة [SI‏ يكون مما هو فى ”غاية الفضيلة 
we‏ و 8 .t P κ. m. A ως‏ . 
فقد يحتاج من الأول إلى شىء هو أفضل من “الحركة الدورية إلا أن يكون 
إا امتنع ذلك منها من قبل عجزها عن 'قبوله IN Ob‏ كان ael‏ 
الأشياء Call‏ بأنّه الله OY?‏ لا يشاء من الأمور كلها إلا أفضلها Lele‏ هذا 
المعنى فأخلق به Xl‏ يكون ABS τον οἷς‏ وما لا يقع فيه بحث” [عن 


18 τὰ corr. Gutas* (τι) : الشئ‎ T (w.p.), B | للارتباط‎ read. Crub.!?, T (w.p.) : الارتماط‎ B : للاوساط‎ 
Alon 21 قذفت‎ read. Alon : cos T {B} | وأقصتها‎ read. Gutas, T (w.p.) {B} : واقصيها‎ read. 
Crub.? : وامضتها‎ Alon 26b lil corr. Gutas: (jli TB 27 after الاول‎ gloss يريد الأجسام التى تلى‎ 
الوسط‎ add. T B (cf. 5a13a above) : om. Crub.!: secl. Crub? 28 امتنع‎ read. Alon, T (w.p.), 
B(wp. 6a2 انه‎ T {B}: ùl Alon 3 p read. νος. Gutas : T (w.p.), (+s) B : يخطى‎ Alon 
Crub | && read. Bertolacci : κω T : قازع)‎ B : نفع‎ read. Alon | بحث‎ read. Gutas* (ἀζήτητον) 
: d> B : Cow T with the dot under ب‎ appar. crossed out: يجب‎ read. Alon | عن‎ corr. Gutas 
: من‎ T B | عن هذا المعنى‎ secl. Bertolacci 


62 Ishaq mistook the genitive of separation in τῶν ἐντιμοτάτων as referring to the 
subject. 
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There remains that it should come about because this is something that 
is not receptive or admitting of connection. 


(10) One might likely investigate beforehand what I am about to say— 
how the situation is: Are these bodies parts of heaven or are they not parts 
of it, and if they are parts of it how have they come to be parts of it? The 
reason is that we find them as if they have been thrust and driven away 
by? the bodies which are the most noble with respect to their localities 
and activity, if the circular motion is such. For we find that their change 
from place to place and of the one into the other is as ifit were an accident 
that accompanies them as a result of the circular motion. 


(10.1) And if what is best comes only from what is best, something that is 
better than circular motion may be required from the first,“ unless this 
is unattainable for them‘ on account of their inability to receive it. For 
the first is also the most deserving of things to be god, because it wishes 
only the best of all things. As for this concept, it is likely that it is, as it 
were, something that is passed over?? and what is not investigated;® for he 


63 Ishaq here does not follow the Greek structure of the sentence, οὐ μόνον ... ἀλλὰ 
καί, but joins the two parts with a simple “and”, wa-. Cf. M. Ullmann in Der Islam 6ο 
(1983) 3-36. 

64 After “the first” there is added in the text in T a gloss by the scribe, Yahya ibn-Jarir, 
also copied in B, “He means the bodies which are adjacent to the center. Cf. the gloss at 
5a13a above. 

$5 The gloss in both Arabic manuscripts astutely identifies the referent here as “the 
things about the center. See the note to the translation of the Greek and the commentary 
on Diaporia 10.1. 

$6 “Most deserving ... god” translates the superlative ϑειότατον, most divine. 

67 Ishaq read this sentence with the implied verb “to be” (ἐστί) understood as coming 
after ϑειότατον rather than the final βουλόμενον, thus making ϑειότατον the predicate 
of te@tov and the conjunction καί to mean “also”. This in turn caused βουλόμενον to be 
understood as a circumstantial participle (li-annahü, *because"). 

68 Vocalizing the Arabic skeleton as tuhuttiya, which literally translates ὑπερ-βαίνω, 
pass over; for the usage cf. al-Kind?s Ras@’il in the edition of M. Abū Rida, Cairo 1950, 
1,293.7, and see Abt Ridas note 4. 

® After baht, investigation, there is added in the manuscript the prepositional phrase 
‘an hada |-ηια πᾶ, “on this subject" This is a doublet from the preceding clause (hada 
I-ma‘nä) and clearly redundant, perhaps added as a gloss; it is to be deleted. 
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هذا المعنى] οὐ‏ القائل بذلك يوجب [فى] “جيع الأشياء معاً وهى التى قد 
توجد Lal‏ فى أفاضل الأمور إلا أن يكون بينها من الاختلاف pee‏ أو لا 
يكون بينها اختلاف أصلاً (11) GE‏ ما أنا قائله فهو موضع تشكّك إذا 
جعل الناظر نظره فى أمر 7السماء فبحث عن حركتها هل هى لجوهرها "ومع 
سكونها يكون بطلان السماء ”أو هى بشهوة وتشوق فتكون بطريق العرض 
“"اللهم إلا أن يكون التشوق غريزياً فيها ''وليس يمنع مانع أن يكون بعض 
الأشياء الموجودة كذلك )12( 2!وللباحث أيضاً فيا أحسب أن يحذف الشوق 
ass”‏ بحثه فى أمر الحركة نفسها هل إذا زالت كان بزواها “'بطلان السماء 


)13( وأخلق بقائل أن يقول إن الكلام فى هذا المعنى اليس هذا موضعه 
لکن ليت شعرى للإنسان أن يعتقد )23( "امن هذا jad‏ أو من هذه 


w 


#المبادئ أو من 'سائر المبادئ معها يكون دفعة سائرٌ الأشياء التى تتصل 
بها LL oes‏ تبلغ إلى مدة ما ثم تنقطع وتنحل DB‏ هذا فعل الكامل 


3 dsecl.Gutas 5 after اصلا‎ break (..)ind.T 6 تشكك‎ read. Gutas, T (w.p.) {B}: بشكك‎ 
read. Alon : يشكك‎ read. Crub? 7 فبحث‎ T (wp.) : سحث‎ B: فيجد‎ Alon 8 after بطلان‎ 
حركها‎ and crossed out T 10 Uy, read. Gutas, L p,e B : عرىراً‎ T : غزيرا‎ Alon: غريزا‎ 72 
11 after WS break (..) ind. T 12 dig read. Alon, T (w.p.), B (w.p.) 16b انه‎ add. Gutas 


18 تنحل‎ read. Alon: تىحل‎ B : سحل‎ T, appar. corrected to سحل‎ T? 


70 “Together, which are those,’ stands for ma‘an wa-hiya llati, which translates ἅμα, &, 


a misreading of ὅμοια in the transmitted text. So either W actually read, or Ishaq misread, 
ἅπανθ’ ἅμα, ἃ καὶ ἐν τοῖς ἀρίστοις. 

71 Illa an here would seem to translate the concession expressed by the circumstantial 
participle in the Greek ἔχοντα; cf. GALex 1,259, illà an ο. 

72 The Arabic omits πρῶτον, “first” heaven. The stage at which this omission occurred 
is indeterminable. 

Reading gariziyyan, as in B instead of garizan [?] the reading suggested by the 
skeleton in T. The reading in B may be a correction of that in T, as gariz appears to be 
unattested in this signification (for σύμφυτος) and unlikely that it would be coined as a 
passive form expressing it. 
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who maintains this requires all things [to be] together, which are those"? 
that may be found also among the best things, unless?! there is between 
them slight or no difference at all. (11) As for what I am about to say, it is 
a place to raise doubts when one looks into the question of heaven’? and 
investigates whether its motion is of its substance and with its cessation 
there would come about the annihilation of heaven, or whether it is 
by means of desire and craving and thus it comes about accidentally— 
unless, indeed, desire is innate? in it and nothing prevents some existing 
things from being like this. (12) As I estimate, an investigator also might 
take away desire and make his inquiry on the question of motion itself: 
whether, once it is removed, there would come about with its removal the 
annihilation"* of heaven. 


(13) One might more appropriately say that this is not the place" to 
discuss this subject, though one would wish to believe (that), from this 
principle or from these principles, or from the rest of the principles 
together, there come about at once the rest of the things” that are 
connected with them, and that it is not the case that they go up to a 
certain moment only and then break off and dissipate. For this is the 
act of a perfect and intelligent man, which is what Archytas once said, 


74 The reflexive expression in the Arabic, kana butlanu s-sama’i, would indicate a 
Greek original middle voice in the original, φϑείροιτ) as in A, rather than φϑείροι in the 
rest of the manuscripts, though active/middle or passive transformations in the Graeco- 
Arabic translation process are relatively common: cf. GALex 1,B46. 

75 Ahlaqu bi- here, in addition to its regular usage translating τάχα and ἴσως, renders 
ὥσπερ, which is quite appropriate for the meaning of ὥσπερ in this context, “it would 
seem as if” in the sense of “may well be "perhaps? 

76 The Arabic rendition here is paraphrastic but it does mean, “this needs to be 
discussed elsewhere, which is also what the Greek says. There seems to be no reason 
to assume any variants in the Greek exemplar of the Arabic. 

77 Ishaq slightly misunderstood this complicated sentence; the underlying Greek text 
in all probability was the one transmitted in the Greek manuscripts. The only discrepancy 
is that Ishaq seems to have understood ἅμα for ἄρ᾽ a[v] = ma‘aha, and omitted the 
following τις or left it untranslated. Otherwise, he understood the syntax as follows: 
ἀξιώσειεν ἄν (layta Siri) τις (li-l-insani) ἀποδιδόναι (an ya‘tagida) ἀπὸ δ᾽ οὖν ταύτης 
ἢ τούτων τῶν ἀρχῶν (lakin min hada I-mabda’i aw min hadihi I-mabädi’i) τάχα δὲ καὶ 
ἀπὸ τῶν ἄλλων ἅμα (aw min s@iri Il-mabädi’i ma‘aha) [τις] τίϑεσϑαι và ἐφεξῆς εὐϑύς 
(yakünu duf 'atan s@iru l-asya’i llatī tattasilu bihä), where τίϑεσϑαι seems to have been 
understood for τίϑηται or τιθῆται in the transmitted text. 
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العاقل وهو ما قاله مرة أرخوطس ”أن fat‏ ما يجعله سلس SN‏ بعد 
أن يعن لد ميم ما πο‏ ذا EA‏ اندم ار شاد أن 
يكون للإنسان #وهذا العدد للفرس وهذا العدد لشىء آخر غيرهما οἱ VES‏ 
ο eds se‏ و ον‏ 
χορ’‏ القوم الذين يقولون بالواحد 5 δώ‏ غير المحدودة OB‏ هؤلاء 
Ü‏ ولدوا من هذين الأعداد #6والسطوح والأجسام كادوا أن #يمسكوا عن 
سائر ما سوى ذلك إلا أنهم بقدر ما يدركون ذلك #ويدلون عليه فقط قالوا 
O‏ بعض الأشياء كان من 'الاثنوة غير المحدودة مثل المكان والخلاء وما لا 
Als‏ ”وبعضها كان من الأعداد ومن الواحد مثل النفس Us pbs?‏ والزمان 
مع السماء “وأشياء أخر كثيرة GG‏ النظر فى أمر السماء وفى سائر الأشياء “فلم 
يذكروه أصلاً فضلاً عن أن يشرعوا فيه ولم يذكر ذلك ولا “شيعة سبوسبس 
ولا أحد غيره ما خلا كسانوقراطيس Ob‏ هذا يجعل على وجه من الوجوه 
جميع الأشياء فى العام على مثال واحد المحسوسة منها والمعقولة ”والتعاليمية 
ومع ذلك الإلهية ويروم "أن يبين أنه يتداول إلى مدّة ما ولا يقف عند 


19 ارخوطس‎ read. Alon: ارحوطس‎ TB 20 الجرى‎ read. Alon, T (w.p.) {B} | حصص‎ T {B} : حصى‎ 
Alon* (ψήφους), but see comm. 25 YL read. Alon, T (w.p.), B(w.p. 6bı الاثنوة‎ 
read. Alon, الاشوه‎ B, T (w.p.) 5 يشرعوا‎ read. Alon, T (w.p.), B (w.p.) : يسرعوا‎ Crub? 6 
سبوسبس‎ corr. Alon* (Ὑπεύσιππον): سوسلس‎ TB 7 كسانوقراطيس‎ read. Alon: كسابوقراطس‎ 
T, {B} 10 gy أن‎ read. Alon: سن‎ οἱ T : ان من‎ (with three dots over them) B : ازتيس‎ conj. 
Crub.1 | يتداول‎ B, T (w.p.) : متداول‎ Alon 


78 Ishaq mistook the proper name here for an adjective, which he translated etymo- 
logically, deriving it from εὖ and ῥέω (εὖ + ῥυτός); he thus read the main clause 25, 0 
γὰρ τελέου καὶ φρονοῦντος: ποιεῖν εὔρυτον, i.e., “for this is [the act] of a perfect and 
intelligent man: to make [the thing he makes] easy to flow" Ishaq’s etymological analysis 
is quite accurate and not “inexacte” (pace Crubellier 1992, 32n28). It is only to be noted 
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to make the thing he makes easy to flow,”® after there having accrued to 
him some allotted parts.” For he says that this particular number by its 
nature belongs to man, and this number to horse, and this number to 
something else other than the two. Except that we find many people take 
these% as far as a certain point only and then stop using them, like those 
who hold the doctrine of the one and the indefinite dyad: for once these 
[latter people] have generated from these two [principles] numbers and 
planes and solids, they disregard almost everything else except that, to 
the extent that they grasp that and point to it only, they say that some 
things come from the indefinite dyad, like place, void, and the infinite, 
and some [others] come from the numbers and the one, like soul and 
other things—time together with heaven and many other things. But as 
for investigating the question of heaven and the remaining things, they 
did not mention it at all let alone broach it." This was mentioned not even 
by the followers of Speusippus, nor by anyone else except Xenocrates, 
for this [man] somehow assigns all things in the universe equally?—the 
sensible things, the intelligible, the mathematical, and, additionally, the 
divine. He wishes to make clear that he is deliberating? up to a certain 


that Ishaq added the verbal noun fi] and the indefinite verbal complement md yaj'aluhü 
to flesh out his translation of ποιεῖν, an yaj'ala, thus using three words to translate one. 
This is parallel to the translation of Laks & Most, who also use three words to flesh out 
ποιεῖν: "Car cest le fait d'un homme ... de procéder comme Archytas jadis affirmait qu 
Eurytos le faisait ...”. 

7? “Allotted parts" translates hisas (ψήφους), as in the manuscript, rather than Alors 
emendation of the manuscript reading into hasan to make it mean “pebbles,” an emenda- 
tion also approved by Crubellier 1992, 32n29. Ishaq translated the Greek word ψήφους 
in the metaphorical meaning, "lots, votes’, rather than the literal one of “pebbles.” 

50 Ishaq added a plural pronoun here. Its proximate antecedent would be hisas, the 
allotted parts just mentioned; in context, however, it appears that the antecedent is the 
"principles" of the preceding sentence, to which the final “them” in this sentence also 
refers. 

81 The addition of the phrase “let alone ...” here would appear to render the emphasis 
in the original indicated by £u at 6bs. 

82 Ishaq placed the comma after ὁμοίως (6b8), not before, as do the modern editions. 

83 Tt seems clear that Ishaq misunderstood another proper name, that of Hestiaeus, 
and translated what he understood of it. Crubellier’s 1992, 32n30, attempt to read the 
name of Hestiaeus in the skeleton of the words in the manuscript, an yubayyina is not 
very successful. In all likelihood yarümu an yubayyina stands for πειρᾶται only, whereas 
καὶ Ἑστιαῖος is somehow understood to mean annahü yatadawalu, “he is deliberating” 
The subject is clearly Xenocrates, continuing with the previous sentence to which Ishàq's 
understanding of the meaning comes as an acceptable sequel. 
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yo المبادئ قد‎ UJ? عند رده‎ SB boul GG “الأوائل فقط على ما وصفنا‎ 
رد الأشياء إلى الصور ورد الصور إلى‎ Sb? أنه قد شرع فى سائر الأشياء‎ 
“الأعداد وترقى من الأعداد إلى المبادئ فلما أخذ فى الكلام فى 05 بلغ‎ 
É فقط وبعض قال إن الح أيضا‎ παρ إلى الصور وبعض‎ 
المأخذ‎ OF هى فى المبادئ فقط وقد عرض‎ El الموجودات‎ Ὁ هو فى ”هذه‎ 
ple فى هذه السبيل والمأخذ فى سائر السبل (متضادان) 9 25 أن (في)‎ 
TE السبل ما خلا هذه السبيل ما بعد المبادئ (من) العلوم أقوى‎ 
هو عن‎ Ol البحث فى هذه السبيل‎ οἵ من قبل‎ Lely?! أن يكون‎ WL وأخلق‎ 
teolll الل ان‎ the? ὁ cally Gent egal 


)14( *وأخلق OLS YL‏ أن يتشكّك ὀρ)‏ أمر المبادئ كيف ينبغى أن توضع 
(οἷ‏ الأشياء هى هل هى غير Lis y x Ss‏ أشبه بالقوى من قبل οἱ‏ 
المبادئ أحق وأولى #بالتحديد كما قيل فى الكتاب المنسوب إلى op HE‏ 
#الترتيب والتحديد هو بأشرف الأمور dal‏ وأحق اوقد نجد ذلك كذلك 


11 after وصفنا‎ break (..) ind. T 12 شرع‎ B (though there is a dot or smudge over the a 
T (w.p.), Crub.'? (wp.) 13 second رد‎ appar. om. B (though it may be missing because 
of the damage in the MS), om. Marg. 18 و‎ before the second المأخذ‎ appar. missing in T, 
though a smudge before it may be the letter „add. later in T : و‎ om. B | متضادان‎ add. Gutas* 
(τοὐναντίον: cf. 11b7-12) : (غالفان)‎ Alon 19 فى‎ add. Crub?* (ἐν) | من‎ add. Alon : (å) 
prop. Crub.!, add. Crub? 
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moment and that he does not stop at the first principles only, as we 
described. As for Plato, in referring [things] to the first principles, he may 
be thought to have gone into the remaining things by referring the things 
to the forms and the forms to the numbers, and by progressing from the 
numbers to the first principles; and once he began the discussion on? 
generation, he arrived at the forms.** Some people mentioned the first 
principles only, and some [others] said that reality also is only in these, for 
the things that exist are [found] only in the principles. But it happens that 
the procedure in this method and the procedure in the other methods? 
(are opposite); the reason is that in the other methods except (in) this 
one, the sciences that [come] after the principles? are more powerful 
and, as it were, more complete. It is likely that this is unavoidable, insofar 
as the investigation in this method is of the very principles themselves, 
while the investigation in the other methods begins from the principles. 


(14) One might likely raise doubts concerning the first principles: how 
they ought to be posited and what [kinds of] things they are—are they 
shapeless and, as it were, more like powers,°® insofar as first principles are 
more deserving of and better suited to being defined, as it is said in the 
book of Timaeus? For being ordered and being defined are better suited 
to and more deserving of the most noble things. Now we find this to be 


54 Κατά is misunderstood here to mean “about”. 

85 Ishaq understood “the forms; as-suwar, to be what τῶν εἰρημένων, “the things 
discussed,’ refers to. 

86 Ishaq understood the regular meaning of “method” from the Greek μεϑόδοις rather 
than the sense of “discipline” intended here. 

87 Ishaq took the genitive of τῶν ἐπιστημῶν with μετὰ τὰς ἀρχάς; cf. the commentary. 

88 The Arabic omits here the words, ὥσπερ ὅσοι πῦρ καὶ γῆν, ἢ μεμορφωμένας. 
The omission is due either to a homoeoarcton in W, where the scribe (or one of his 
predecessors) jumped from ὥσπερ in the omitted phrase to ὣς in the next phrase, 
or to Ishaq who himself skipped those words as he was reading his manuscript. The 
Arabic sentence is grammatically correct, thus nothing seems to be missing here, though 
the resulting contradiction in the principles’ being described both as “unshaped,’ gayr 
musakkala, and “better suited to being defined,’ awlà bi-t-tahdid, should have bothered 
the readers. 
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منها مثل الكتابة والموسيقى» وكذلك يجرى‎ SLE فى سائر العلوم» ”ما خلا‎ 
تجرى‎ QUII الأمر ”فى التعاليم ويتبع ذلك ويلزمه ما بعد “المبادئ وعلى هذا‎ 
فى طبعها‎ Las آلاتها “وسائر ما فيها‎ OB فى الصناعات‎ Call الأمور‎ 
المبادئ كلها مشكّلة ”وبعض قال‎ o] “المبادئ وتجرى بحسبها فبعض قال‎ 
الصنفين‎ Ὁ المشكلة منها إِنَّا هى المبادئ المشاركة للادّة فقط وبعض قال‎ D) 
كله‎ »α bl! جميعاً “وذلك أن‎ Ces هو‎ (El كان الكال‎ ὁ) كذلك‎ Lye 
عن المتضادّات‎ ails» 


οἱ EN M So (14.1)‏ يقولوا إن هذا غير of! le‏ تكرن el‏ 
بأسرها وکل واحد من جميع أجزائها GAP‏ على نظام ونسّب وأشكال وقوى 
3اوأدوار ولا يكون à‏ المبادئ شىء oa‏ ذلك لكن be Ts‏ الأمور να,‏ 


722 الشاذ‎ read. Alon: الساد‎ T {B} 3 يتبع‎ read. Alon : سع‎ T: سعى‎ 3 3-4 Lal... التعاليم‎ 
فى‎ repeated and then crossed out in T {B} σα تتقيل‎ read. Gutas, T (w.p.) {B} : dem read. 
Alon : يتقبل‎ read. Crub.2 6b وتجرى‎ read. Gutas, T (w.p.) {B} : ويجرى‎ read. Alon 13 وادوار‎ 
read. Alon* (περιόδοις) : وادواز‎ appar. T {B} 

8° “Except for a few; mà hald 35-5604 minha, after sä’ir, may stand for one of two 
things: (a) it may render Greek σχεδόν (Crubellier 1992, 33n34), which Ishaq took to 
modify ἐν ταῖς λοιπαῖς rather than οὕτω. Σχεδόν is translated in exactly the same way in 
Aristotle's Categories 10a29, σχεδὸν ἐπὶ πάντων, fi jamriha illa s-saddi minha (Badawi 
Mantiq L59.5). 45-5644 here has the meaning of “a few, as is evident also from the 
use of yasir in the paraphrastic translation of σχεδόν in Top. 154b18, σχεδὸν δὲ καὶ 
τὰ λοιπὰ πάντα, wa-jami'u l-asya’i l-báqiyati ... illa l-yasiru (Badawi Mantiq Π,686.- 
2, ed. 1952). The only difference between this phrase in these examples and in the Arabic 
translation of Theophrastus is that in the latter the exceptive particle is ma hald rather 
than illa. However, (b) the expression mà hala s-sadd minha may render an additional 
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so in the rest of the sciences except for a few,® like writing and music, 
and the situation is the same with the mathematical [sciences]. This is 
followed and attended by what comes after the first principles. Similar 
also is the case with the crafts, for their instruments and everything else 
in them imitate by nature” the first principles and act in accordance 
with them. Some people say that all the first principles are endowed with 
shape, others say that those endowed with shape among them are the 
first principles which partake of matter only, and still others say that both 
classes together are such, since completeness consists precisely in both of 
them together, the reason being that substance, in its entirety, consists, as 
it were, of opposites. 


(14.1) It is up to them to say that this is unreasonable?! that heaven in 
its entirety and each one of all its parts would involve order and pro- 
portions” and shapes and powers and periods, while in the first princi- 
ples [themselves] there would be none of that but the most sublime thing 
would be like flesh scattered to no purpose, as Heraclitus said.?? Indeed 


Greek phrase not extant in the Greek manuscripts, because as-sddd also translates in 
the translation literature words such as ἔνιοι and παῦροι: Categories 10432, ὡσαύτως δὲ 
καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἄλλων. En’ ἐνίων δέ ..., wa-ka-dälika fi sa'irihà wa-amma fi s-saddi minha 
... (Badawi Mantiq 1,59.7), and οἱ παῦροι in the Ps.-Pythagorean Golden Verses, as- 
sadda mina n-näsi (F. Rosenthal, “Some Pythagorean Documents Transmitted in Arabic,” 
Orientalia 10, 1941, 113). Since mà halä in the Arabic translation of Theophrastus renders 
πλήν (6b6), the expression mà hala 5-5644 minha may actually stand for Greek (πλὴν 
παύροις or ὀλίγοις) or a similar phrase. The second alternative seems more plausible; 
see the discussion in the commentary. 

99 Τὴν φύσιν was understood as an accusative of specification (synecdoche) by Ishaq, 
as if it were a dative of respect, so the translation fi tab‘iha is accurate from this point of 
view. The question is why—and how—Ishaq took “principles” as the object of the verb 
to “imitate”: most likely he read—or understood— Gozo for atreg. Then the subject of 
μιμοῦνται became necessarily τὰ ὄργανα καὶ và ἄλλα, but this would also necessitate the 
omission of the first καί in line 7a5, unless Ishaq took καί to mean “both ... and? which 
he did not explicitly render in his translation. 

31 For "unreasonable" = gayr mungäs see above, Part I, Chapter 3.3 at the end. 

52 Ishaq apparently understood the plural λόγοις for λόγῳ here. 

33 Ishaq read this sentence as follows: ἀλλ᾽ ὥσπερ σὰρξ εἰκῇ κεχυμένη ὁ κάλλιστος, 
ὥς φησιν Ἡράλλειτος, κόσμος. See the commentary. 
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لحم منثور SEL‏ #اعلى ما قال إراقليطس وقد “'يستعملون أيضاً النظر فى 
أصغر الأمور مثلاً على هذا المثال أعنى ”فى ذوات الأنفس والعديمة للنفس 
ob‏ طبائع كل واحد من هذه محدودة #'مثلاً وإن كانت تحدث من ARE Lets‏ 


مبادتها فغير محدودة 


)14.2( وقد يصعب οἱ LP‏ نجمع حدودها حتی نرد كل ما فيها JP!‏ 
الواحد فى جميع الأشياء أعنى OLA?‏ والنبات وفيا هو أيضاً بين الحيوان 
والنبات إلا of‏ يكون قد GL‏ نظام أشياء وتغيرها احدوث صور 2 ” 
غيرها كثيرة مختلفة ما فى ”الهواء وفى الأرض وقد at‏ بعض الناس أعظم 
دليل على ذلك تأمر أوقات السنة “فإنّه ad us‏ فيها أصناف الحيوان والنبات 


والغبان ”كان الشمس تولدها 


(15) فأما هذا المعنى “فقد يحتاج فى هذا الموضع إلى بحث ”يقتضى أن نحد 
إلى أين يبلغ المنظوم Ly‏ #صار الأكثرٌ عاجزاً إن كانت النقلة إلى ما هو أخس 
)16( ”وآما المبادئ وهی التى منها ابتدآ(نا) بالكلام ''فبالواجب قد يتحير 
الإنسان من أمرها فى أمر السكون ὅθι!‏ إن قال οἱ‏ ذلك لما على طريق الأمر 
الأفضل فقد شاب 'المبادئ وإن قال (ὦ)‏ يدل على طريق التعطيل وعدم 
الحركة "فلم Leet‏ لكن قد ينبغى أن يتغيّر μὰ!‏ ]3 كان أشد تقدماً وفضلاً 
break (..) ind. T 7 “be read.‏ تولدها read. Alon, T (w.p.) (BJ  7bs after‏ اراقليطس 15b‏ 
Alon Crub | jy corr. Alon* (πόσου) : ο! T {B} 8‏ نجد : Gutas* (ἀφορισμόν), T (w.p.) {B}‏ 
read.‏ يتحر 10 Alon‏ ابتدئ : T {B}‏ اسدا : add. Gutas‏ ابتدأ(نا) 9 conj. Alon (ἢ)‏ او : T (ei) {B}‏ إن 
Crub.?. 12 41‏ شآت : Alon‏ ست T, {B}:‏ شاب : read. Gutas‏ شاب 11 Alon, T (w.p.) {B}‏ 


add. Gutas 13 \ read. Gutas : lw T {B} : ينسبها‎ Alon : zz, sic Crub.! | يتغير‎ corr. Alon* 
(εταλλαχτέον) : „as T {B} 
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they engage also in theoretical inquiry, for example, into the smallest of 
things in this manner—I mean into the animate and the inanimate; for 
the natures of each one of those are definite, for example, even though 
they come about by themselves; but as for their first principles, they are 
indefinite. 


(14.2) But again, it is difficult for us to collect their definitions?! in order 
to reduce each of its contents to the one? in all things—I mean [in] 
animals and plants and in what is also between animals and plants” — 
unless the order and transformation of things should be accompanied by 
the origination of many and various other forms of what is in the air and 
on the earth. As a matter of fact,” some people make the seasons of the 
year the greatest evidential proof for that, for [different] sorts of animals, 
plants, and fruits are generated in them as if the sun were generating 
them. 


(15) As for this subject, it may need here an investigation that requires us 
to delimit how far the ordered extends, and why what is most has come 
to be incapable,” if? the transition is to what is baser; (16) but as for the 
first principles, which are those from which we started the discussion, 
one might be duly perplexed about them with regard to the issue of [their] 
rest. For if he says that they possess this [rest] by way of what is the best, 
then he has tarnished!” the first principles; and if he says that it indicates 
the manner of suspension [of activity] and the privation of?! motion, 


94 Here ἑκάστοις, taken as a dative of attribution, is translated as if it were ἑκάστων, 
hudidaha, the attached pronoun -hā rendering ἑκάστοις. The Arabic would also seem 
to corroborate Zeller's emendation of the transmitted reading αὐτό to αὖ τό. 

55 Ishaq read, or understood, Ev ἕκαστον instead of ἕνεκά του in the extant Greek 
manuscripts. 

% Apparently Ishaq did not understand the word πομφόλυξ, if he had it in his text, and 
wrote something generic in its stead (as Crubellier 1992, 34n38 notes), perhaps taking as 
model a similar statement at 7a8-9. 

°7 Noteworthy is again the factual use of qad with the imperfect, translating the Greek 
particle ön in 7b2. 

55 Ishaq translated τὸ πλέον ἀδύνατον literally, choosing to render the second word 
as “incapable” rather than as “impossible.” It is doubtful that he understood the precise 
import of this phrase. 

?? W read ei for ἤ here together with some of the other independent witnesses. 

100 Ishaq did not perceive that the intended object of ἀνάψειεν is ἡ ἠρεμία and thus 
took the verb to mean “to attach to” the principles something bad, i.e., to tarnish or 
adulterate them. 

101 W read the genitive article τῆς for the indefinite τις here. 
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GS ἃς ΑΙ;‏ الأشياء المحسوسة وذلك أن ؟"السكون لا يكون إلا من قبل 

jane‏ ال os οἱ ue‏ کر ع ili Letts‏ لسن كاف ὃς, OT‏ الأول غير 

#اذى نطق ولا ذلك أيضاً Le‏ يستحق أن يصدق به لكن الأمر "ايقتضى سبباً 
هو أعظم من ذلك 


)16.1( وقد يظن Ob‏ الس #يشهد على وجه من الوجوه OL‏ ذلك ممكن 
أعنى أنه ليس يجب أن يكون المحرك غير الشىء الذى يحركه من قبل الفعل 
#والانفعال وللإنسان أيضاً أن يرد هذا القول إلى #العقل نفسه My‏ الله 


)16.2( ومن القبيح Lad‏ القول الآخر الذى قيل فيه Of!‏ (الأشياء) المتشوقة 
ليس تقتدى بالساكن ὤμ‏ وإن كان يتبع وجودها وجود سائر الأشياء SB‏ 


16 محركا‎ T {B} : متحركا‎ conj Alon 17 غير‎ ... sb] الا يكون (المحرك) الاول وهذا غير‎ GE ub 
prop. Alon 8a1 الأشياء‎ add. Gutas | المتشوقة‎ corr. Alon* (τὰ ὀρεγόμενα) : المسوبه‎ T {B} | 
تقتدى‎ read. Crub : sai T {B}: تعتدى‎ 0 


102 For τι wetadAaxtéov in the Greek manuscripts, the Arabic manuscript T has what 
appears to be yunsara, “to be defended, supported,’ which is rather unwarranted in the 
context. Alon’s correction of the Arabic skeleton to yatagayyara is plausible, though what 
Ishàq understood by it is unclear. 

103 The Greek exemplar of the Arabic translation, W, together with all extant Greek 
manuscripts, read κινοῦν here; κινούμενον is Ross’s emendation. 

104 The Arabic translation reads as if the Greek text had, κίνδυνος τὸ πρῶτον. It 
appears, however, that this is how Ishàq understood this difficult passage rather than that 
he had a text different from that in J and P. 

105 Tt is to be noted that the use of qad with the imperfect is also connective continuative, 
adding a new point (furthermore; “also”), like that of qad with the perfect. 

106 [shàq did not translate καί before ἡ αἴσϑησις; it is not clear whether this was because 
the word was missing in Y, as in P, or because Ishaq felt that the notion of “also” was 
already covered by the qad yuzannu formulation he just used (see the preceding note). 
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then he does not tarnish them, but it becomes necessary for activity to 
undergo change!” since it is prior and of higher merit, while motion is 
[present] in the objects of sense. The reason is that being at rest does not 
come about except on account of the inability of the mover always to be 
producing motion,!® for there is no fear that the first'°* would be without 
speech, nor is this again something that deserves credence, but the matter 
requires a cause that is greater than this. 


(16.1) It is also!® thought that sense-perception!” somehow attests that 


this is possible, namely, that it is not necessary!" for what imparts 
movement to be different from the thing which it moves on account 
of acting and being-acted-upon. One may also refer this argument to 
intellect itself and to god. 


(16.2) Bad,! too, is the other statement that has been made about it, 
that the (things)''° that desire do not imitate what is at rest;!!! for even if 8a 


107 shaq clearly read some form of δεῖ in W; the question is whether he read δεῖ or the 


infinitive δεῖν as required by the syntax and corrected by Laks & Most. Judging from 
the fact that Ishaq breaks the continuity of the Arabic sentence with the inclusion of 
the word απ], “I mean,’ "namely? i.e., he makes two sentences out of the (theoretically 
correct) one Greek sentence ἐνδεχόμενον μὴ δεῖν ..., it would appear that he read δεῖ 
and, properly taking it not to belong to the same syntactical structure as ἐνδεχόμενον 
but as anacolouthon, he read the sentences as if there were a colon after ἐνδεχόμενον, as 
follows: ὡς ἐνδεχόμενον: μὴ/οῦ δεῖ τὸ κινοῦν .... He thus translated δεῖ as if it were a 
finite verb in an independent sentence (pace Crubellier 1992, 35n42). It seems that δεῖ is 
one of the primitive errors of the Neoplatonic archetype; see Part I, Chapter 2.5. 

108 For the Arabic translation of ἄτοπον see the commentary at 5a17. 

109 That is, on this subject. 

110 The addition of (al-asya’) al-mutasawwiga for và ὀρεγόμενα is necessary here; 
al-mutasawwiga by itself, as in the transmitted text, would mean “the group of people 
who desire, i.e. as if it were translating ot ὀρεγόμενοι, which is not a variant attested in 
the tradition. Furthermore, in the next sentence, al-mutasawwiga is referred to by the 
pronoun -hä, which indicates that the referent is a thing and not a personified entity (in 
which case the pronoun would have been -hum). 

111 [shàq appears to have read, or understood, τὰ ἠρεμοῦντα for τοῦ ἠρεμοῦντος (cf. 
the similar correction in J"), which he took as object of μιμοῦνται, not of τὰ ὀρεγόμενα 
as in the Greek. However, given that the Greek μιμοῦνται, which takes its object in the 
accusative, has no object in the sentence, it is also likely that Ishaq may have understood 
even the genitive τοῦ ἠρεμοῦντος as the object of μιμοῦνται. Hence it is not certain that 
V had τὰ ἠρεμοῦντα, and thus the reading of the translation is listed in the apparatus as 
“ut intell. Ar? 
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خليق Oe)‏ لبس ا dg ol οι‏ عل ose Vibe lad ed‏ 
له “لكن على El‏ (فى) غاية ما يمكن أن تكون عليه من الاتفاق والنظام 
بمنزلة مدينة أو حيوان أو شىء آخر “من الأشياء الجزئية أو بمنزلة السماء 

بأسرها وهى التى ”يقولون فيها Ge]‏ (في) غاية الكمال 


(17) #وقد تقتضى هذه الأشياء Ca‏ التى οἵ‏ ذاكرها الكلام فيها [و] أعنى 
كيف ”صارت قسمة الأشياء الموجودة هى إلى المادة والصورة (T)!9‏ ذلك على 
(أن) إحداهما (موجودة) والأخرى غير موجودة إلا LT‏ بالقوة ''موجودة 
وقد تخرج إلى الفعل أو على ET‏ موجودة VI?‏ أنها غير محدودة بمنزلة ما 
فى الصناعات لكن حدوثها أو وجودها [El‏ هو بقبول الصورة على حسب 
MISTY] lese‏ إن كان (ك)ذلك AIL gle bb‏ أن تكون !إلى الأمر 
الأفضل "إلا οἱ‏ القول Uil‏ موجودة ليس “ايكون من الصحة على دون ما 


4 على‎ corr. Gutas* (ὅπως) : علم‎ T (B) | فى‎ add. Gutas (cf. 5622, 26) 7 فى‎ 200. Gutas و8‎ 
secl. Gutas, cf. 5811 10 أ ...06 ... موجودة‎ add. Alon | kla corr. Gutas : (gue! T, {B}: 
احد)‎ Alon : ke احد‎ Crub? | after alse! add. oدlll‎ zu T, {B}, om. Crub.!, sed. Crub? 12 
عدودة‎ corr. Alon : موحوده‎ T, {B} 14a after ان‎ add. اى‎ T B (by dittography) : del. Gutas | الا‎ 
ان ای الامر ان كان ذلك‎ om. Crub.!, secl. Crub. | (كاذلك‎ add. Gutas* (οὕτω; cf. 4a17) 


uz Manuscript ¥ had the same reading here as all the Greek manuscripts, εἰ... οὖσιν, 
and Ishaq understood the participle in its existential sense, “being, existing. Under the 
influence of this understanding he then took the pronoun ἢ in fj τῶν ἄλλων as referring 
toa supposed subject ἡ οὐσία. He thus read the passage as follows, εἰ γὰρ αὐτοῖς, οὖσιν, 
ἀκολουθεῖ ἡ (οὐσία) τῶν ἄλλων: “for (even) if they, while existing, are followed by the 
existence of the others,” and took the clause beginning with πλὴν ἴσως as the apodosis of 
the conditional sentence beginning with ei. 

113 According to the structure of the Arabic here, the subject of the verb tu’hada 
(ληπτέον) can be either “the things that desire” or “the rest of the things,” most likely 
the latter. If the verb were to be read in the masculine, yu’hada, then the referent would 
be wujüd, existence, which makes little sense in the context. 
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their existence is followed by the existence of the rest of the things," it is 
nevertheless likely that they ought not to be taken in the same manner 
as being reduced!!? to what has no parts; but [they should be taken] as 
being (at) the highest [level] of congruity and orderliness that is possible 
for them, like a city or an animal or something else with parts, or like the 
entire heaven, about which they say that it is (at) the highest [level] of 
perfection. 


(17) Also these things which I am about to mention require discussion, 
namely, how has the division of existing things into matter and form 
come to be? (Was it) as one of them! (existing) and the other not exist- 
ing but potentially existing and sometimes brought out to actuality? Or, 
as existing, but unlimited, like what [obtains] in the crafts, whereas!!® 
their origination, or their existence, comes about through their recep- 
tion of a form precisely in accordance with their proportions?!” If this 
is so, however, the transferral is likely to be towards the best thing, 
except that the statement professing its existence is no less sound than 
the statement about the other.!!? The reason is that they are not such 


1^ Reading turaddu (not in the subjunctive) in the passive, referring to the things, 
rather than in the active, naruddu, as the Greek would require (ἄγοντας), because in 
that case the Arabic would have to supply an object (narudduhä), as in the preceding 
sentence, where it provides the missing object in the Greek, ἄγῃ τις, which is rendered 
as, li-I-insäni an yarudda hada l-qawla (with the addition of hada I-qawla). 

115 A marginal note in Arabic, which has actually entered into the text here, explains, 
“He means ‘matter.” But as Crubellier 1992, 35n45 notes, this marginal note was inserted 
after the wrong word, for it explains the term "the other" that follows immediately. 

116 “Whereas,” lakin, translating δέ, as in all the Greek manuscripts. 

117 “Proportions, nisab, translates λόγους, indicating that Ishàq opted for a mathemat- 
ical interpretation of the word. 

118 [shàq took the pronoun αὐτήν in κατ’ αὐτήν to refer to sūra (μορφή), form, so he 
understood the prepositional phrase to mean “than the statement about the other" (al- 
qawlu ft l-uhrà), i.e., about form, in order to complete the comparison implied in the 
Greek “less” (ἧττον). He says, in effect, "Ihe statement professing the real existence of 
matter is no less sound than the statement about the real existence of form" (7 the "other" 
item in the two subjects which this paragraph discusses). 
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عليه القول فى الأخرى وذلك Gil‏ تالم تكن لتحدث لولم تكن موجودة (إلا) 
ألا تكون هذا الشىئ GLU‏ إليه M‏ كيف ولا كم ο‏ للصور خروج عن 
الحد إلا أنه قوة ما ها وبالجملة فقد ينبغى أن نفهم الأمر فى ذلك على قياس 


ما "#هو فى الصناعات وإن كان bala‏ مشاكلة فى شىء من غير الصناعات 


)18( ”وقد يظن أن فى هذا أيضاً موضع تشكّك ‏ إن لم يكن #البحث 
عن مثل هذا هو من الفضول ‏ أعنى ل ات الطبيعة وجوهر الكل 
ssc (15,2‏ ال 2 يكون الأخس من الأمور معادلا 
للأفضل منها بل هو أكثر منه كثيراً حتى قد يظن أن قول اوريبيديس قول 
صواب وهو οἱ‏ قال i]‏ ليس توجد الخيرات ”على الانفراد وهذا القول قريب 
من أن نكون 'نبحث فيه ل لا كانت الأشياء Us‏ خيراً d,‏ لا كانت كلها 
متشابهة Ly?‏ صرنا نقول فى الأشياء كلها Lgl‏ موجودة وليس هى متشايهة 
بعضها لبعض بمنزلة الأشياء البيض *والأشياء السود فيها 


)18.1( وما يظن به أنه أبدع من هذا أنه ليس يمكن أن يكون الموجود خلواً 
من المتضادات 


17 Vl add. Gutas* (ἀλλά); cf. GALex 1,255 $4.2 19 نفهم‎ read. Crub., T (w.p.) : فهم‎ OF نفهم‎ 
B: يفهم‎ Alon 21 تشكك‎ read. Gutas, T (w.p.) : J& Β: لشكك‎ Alon Crub? 26 اوريبيديس‎ 
corr. Crub. : اورسوس‎ TB: اويبيدس‎ Alon 27 - 8(1 نكون نبحث‎ read. Gutas, T (w.p.) : 05% 
يبحث‎ read.B 8bi |, B: حمر‎ T 


119 The absence of a clear subject for γίνοιτο is reflected in this verb, apparently to be 
read as li-tahduta, where the feminine pronoun could stand for an unidentified “it” or 
an understood plural “things” (al-asya’). But if the singular “it” is understood, it could 
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as!? to come into being had it not existed, (except) that they do not 
become this particular thing or quality or quantity, as if the forms had 
indeterminacy,?? but they have some potentiality. In general, we ought 
to understand this issue by analogy with what is in the crafts and if there 
is a similarity in anything other than the crafts. 


(18) It may be thought that doubts can be raised about this point also— 
if investigating the likes of this were not superfluous—namely, why is it 
that the existence of nature and of the entire substance of the universe 
is?! just in the contraries? And the meanest thing is almost equivalent to 
the most excellent (no, rather it is more than it by far), to the point that 
it may be thought that Euripides’ statement is true?!?? He said, namely, 
that the good things are not found by themselves. This statement comes 
close to our inquiring about it why all things are not good and why they 8b 
all are not alike, and why we come to affirm of all things that they exist 
and yet they are not alike, one to another, like the white things and the 
black things among them. 


(18.1) That [opinion] which is thought to be more uncommon!? than 
this is that it is impossible for what exists to be devoid of contraries. 


only refer to matter, the subject under discussion (the immediately preceding nugla is 
also feminine, but sense requires that it not be considered), in which case the resulting 
sentence— “it (matter) is not such as to come into being had it (matter) not existed" — 
would make little sense, and so the attentive reader would guess that the feminine 
pronoun should refer to the plural "things" mentioned at the outset. The Arabic uses here 
the expression md kana li- with the subjunctive (= not to be such that; see WKAS L458b) 
to translate the negative optative in ἂν οὐδὲ γίνοιτο, a masterful rendering. 

120 Ishäq misunderstood the dative of respect in τοῖς εἴδεσιν for a dative of possession, 
and, failing in addition to pay proper attention to the absence of the article before 
ἀόριστον, he read as if the text said, ὡς τοῖς εἴδεσιν τὸ ἀόριστον, “as if the forms had 
indeterminacy.’ 

121 Ishaq translated Greek ἐν with amplification, wujüduhuma fi, “their existence [is] 
in,” which appears to be the correct rendering in this case. Cf. the note by Ross 65 for the 
meaning of the preposition. 

122 Ishaq wrote sawäb to translate καϑόλου in the sense, perhaps, that it means “in 
a general way" = generally true. Crubellier 1992, 36n49, suggests that Ishaq must have 
had difficulties with the universal implications of the Greek word and substituted a 
more "banal" term (though it is difficult to see how "correct" can be more banal than 
“universal”). 

123 Ishaq did not explicitly translate ἔτι. If he took it to complement παραδοξότερον, 
then in all likelihood its meaning would be included in the comparative force of the 
elative, abda‘ min hada. 
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)18.2( “وقد استعمل قوم من الشناعة ما هو أبدع من هذا ”فأدخلوا ما ليس 
بموجود ولا كان gee μ‏ 19 ولا يكون موجوداً فى عداد ةما يدخل فى طبيعة 
Sen oe yee dein dle Nee‏ 
AS zb eel e d‏ ]2 اكير رقت πο ye ema! d ab Je‏ 
وأخلق بهذا القول أن يكون أصح col‏ أنه يوقع للفكر أشياء :'يبحث عنها 
على الإطلاق وأشياء تُحدث له الشك والحيرة “'فهو Les Lo],‏ له بالفكر أن 
ae‏ 
ضوء فيه إذا نحن أمعنا فى البحث والتفتيش» "اوالمعرفة إذن ليس تكون بغير 
اختلاف Ll?‏ وذلك أن الأشياء إن كان بعضها غير بعض فقد وقع الاختلاف 
#"والأشياء AIS‏ إذ كان ما تحتها كثيرة ™فقد يجب ضرورة أن تختلف هذه 


Lal‏ كانت conse‏ أجناساً أو كانت أنواعاً 


)18.3( وأخلق YO‏ معرفة أن تكون El‏ هى معرفة بالأشياء الخاصية 
à E n 5 : a‏ : 5 
التى تعلم #بذاتها لا على طريق العرض lel‏ ھی شىء فى شىء 


6 من الشناعة‎ prop. to seclude as a gloss Crub.! 9 after a> break (..) ind. T, blank space of 
three letters B 10 wl corr. Alon* (αἴσθησις) : t T : الجنس‎ B | (يقف) على‎ corr. Gutas* 
(ϑεωρεῖ); cf. 8b24, 984, 1132 : عند‎ TB 13 تحدث‎ read. Alon: «s T : يحدث‎ B, perhaps 
read (k) له‎ Su? 4 ينجح‎ read. Gutas* (προβαίνειν) : شحح‎ B. T (wp.) : يتحج‎ sic Alon : 
يتحج‎ Crub? 16 كثيرة 18 هالمعرفه : 8 والمعرفة‎ sic TB: كثيراً‎ is to be read 20 الكليات‎ read. 
Alon* (τὰ καθόλου): SUSI 8 : الكليات‎ appar. T 21 انما‎ repeated in T 

124 “Others which produce in it” = ašya’a tuhditu lahü $-Sakka wa-l-hayrata, is sup- 
posed to render τὰ δ᾽ ἀπορίαν ἐνεργαζομένη, though the Arabic text as it stands now 
would be translating ἐνεργαζόμενα, the subject being τὰ δ᾽ The feminine participle in 
Greek refers to sense-perception, which is the subject that produces the aporia. In Arabic, 
if the text as transmitted is kept, the subject of the verb in this relative clause would have 
to be the “things”, asya’a tuhditu. The translation would be more accurate if we read asyd’a 
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(18.2) And some people employed unreason that is more uncommon 
than this and introduced what does not exist, did not exist, and will 
not exist among what is included in the nature of the universe—but 
this is, so to speak, a wisdom that has exceeded all bounds. As for the 
existent, it is evident that it comes in various modes. The reason is that 
sense-perception perceives its differences and investigates their causes; 
but it is more likely that this statement is truer, namely that [sense- 
perception] submits to [the faculty of] thought some things which it 
simply investigates and some others which produce in it!?* doubt and 
perplexity. So [sense-perception], even ifit is not able to succeed through 
[the faculty of] thought!” with regard to these [things], it nevertheless 
is such that" some light does appear to it in the place where there is 
no light when we are assiduous in inquiry and investigation. Knowing, 
therefore, does not occur without some difference. The reason is that if 
things are unlike each other, then difference occurs; and since what [falls] 
under the universal things is many, these too must differ of necessity, 
whether the universals are genera or species. 


(18.3) It is more likely" for every knowledge to be knowledge only 
of things that are [unique] properties; the reason is that substance and 
what a thing is? are proper to every single thing, and the things that 
are known essentially and not accidentally are something precisely in 
something. 


yuhditu lahü (biha) $-Sakka wa-l-hayrata “and others, (by means of which,) it (= sense- 
perception) produces in it (thought) doubt and perplexity,’ where the (bihä), though it 
does not appear in Greek, is required by the Arabic syntax. 

125 Ishaq took the feminine pronoun in àv ἧς to refer to διάνοια and not to ἀπορία, 
most likely because he understood the subject of δύνηται to be αἴσϑησις and not διάνοια. 

126 “Such that” translates ‘ala hälin, which does not appear in the Greek. Normally this 
expression renders Greek ὡς, as in 5b6, where we have the same Arabic, illa annahü ‘ala 
halin rendering Greek ὅμως "Oç". Here it does not seem that there was an identical Greek 
text, with ὡς again being lost in transmission. In all likelihood ‘ala halin was added by 
Ishaq to complete the sense as he understood it. 

127 Ishaq translates here σχεδόν with the term normally used to translate τάχα, ahlaqu 
bi-, whereas in the three other occurrences of the word in this work it is rendered either 
with the more usual term käda (6a26, 8a24) or with gad and the imperfect (7a1). It would 
appear that Ishaq interpreted the force of σχεδόν as applying to the whole phrase and not 
only to one word, like Laks & Most (“au sens d'une affirmation atténuée,” p. 64). 

128 Tt is interesting to note that the technical phrase τὸ τί ἦν εἶναι is rendered here 
literally by ma huwa s-say’ and not by the more usual term mahiyya. 

12 Tshaq also took the technical term τὶ κατὰ τινός in its ontological and not predicative 
sense; see the commentary. 
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الوقوف على *الشىء بعينه الذى يقال‎ ο OU وبا لجملة‎ (18.4) 
خاصياً فى كل واحد بمنزلة ما يقال‎ LL Os عامياً‎ Gp فى أشياء كثيرة‎ 
الخطوط 357 أصناف الحيوان والنبات والمعرفة الكاملة هى‎ Gy فى الأعداد‎ 
وجوده فى هذه ”وهى‎ 9 GE السبب‎ Οὐ الأمور الكلية كالغاية المقصود إليها‎ ye! 
من الأمور الجزئية بقدر القسمة إلى الأشخاص بمنزلة ما يوجد فى الأشياء‎ 
الشىء‎ OF فعلها يجرى هذا المجرى وقد نقف على‎ Opt وتعمل‎ Jad التى‎ 
واحد بعينه ”با لجوهر وبالعدد وبالصورة وبالجنس “والمقايسة ومع ذلك أيضاً‎ 
بالقسمة إن كانت القسمة خارجة عن هذه ”إلا أن أكثر ما نقف به على ذلك‎ 
بالمقايسة إذ كنا نبعد بها بعداً *كثيراً فى بعض الأمور من قبلنا أنفسنا وفى بعضها‎ 
"من قبل الشىء الموضوع وفى بعضها من قبلهم| جميعاً‎ 


27 after والنبات‎ break (..) ind. T gaı المقصود‎ corr. Gutas : والمقصود‎ T B | اليها‎ T B : اليه‎ prop. 
Marg. 4 is read. Marg., is B, T (w.p.) : ix read. Alon 7 بها‎ corr. Gutas: (e TB: 
om. Alon 9 e corr. Gutas* (ὑποκείμενον): الموصع‎ T : الموضع‎ B | قىلھ)‎ 8 : kelo T 


130 One would have expected yuqalu ‘ald, “is predicated of, rather than yuqalu fi here. 

131 [shàq read a defective Greek text here due to homoeoteleuton: either the Greek text 
in Ψ or Ishaq himself in reading it jumped from ὃ᾽ to δ᾽ in line 8027, skipping over the 
words ἢ ἐξ ἀμφοῖν ἔστιν δ᾽ (and thus missing not only ἔνια as indicated by Crubellier 
1992, 37n52). Ishaq accordingly read, τέλεος δ᾽ (sc. ἐπιστήμη ἐστὶ) ἔνια τῶν μὲν καθόλου 
(ὡς) τέλος ... τῶν δέ ..., with ὡς apparently understood by Ishaq himself in order 
to make τέλος fit the syntax of the mutilated sentence. That Ishaq skipped the words 
indicated above is clear from the fact that he omitted translating ἀμφοῖν, a word which 
he diligently translated in the other five instances in which it occurs in this small work: in 
787, 7a8, 9a9, and 9b6 ἄμφω is translated by the dual of the noun or pronoun concerned 
with the addition of jami'an, and in 9bs with the dual only; it is only in this passage that 
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(18.4) In general, the task of knowledge is to perceive the same thing 
which is said with regard toP? many things, either in common and 
universally or in a particular way with regard to each—like what is 
said with regard to numbers and lines and to the [different] kinds of 
animals and plants. Perfect knowledge consists of [some of] the universal 
matters as the goal aimed at," (for the existence of the cause [resides] in 
this alone), and of [some] of particular matters commensurate with the 
division into individuals, like what is found with regard to things which 
are done and made, for their actuality is of this kind. Now we recognize 
that something is the same??? through substance, number, form, !” genus, 
and analogy, and, additionally, also through division, if indeed division 
is not among these.'** However, for the most part we recognize [the 
same] by means of analogy, since by means of it we are at a very great 
distance—in some things on account of us ourselves, in others on account 
of the subject matter, and in yet others on account of them both. 


it is not translated at all, which indicates that Ishaq did not see it or did not have it in W. 
As for ἔνια, it appears to be reflected in the preposition min in the Arabic version (and 
not to be missing as indicated by Crubellier 1992, 37n52), wa-I-ma'rifa al-kamila hiya 
min al-umür al-kulliyya, “perfect knowledge consists of some of the universal things.” 
This stands for, as just discussed, τέλεος δ᾽ (sc. ἐπιστήμη ἐστὶ) ἔνια τῶν μὲν καθόλου. 
Although when ἔνια is used in this work to refer to things and not people (ἔνιοι, when 
it is translated by ba‘d) it is translated by the indefinite noun asya’, “things” (as at 9a18, 
10325), here the preposition is sufficient to indicate ἔνια. For if Ishaq had missed ἔνια 
in his exemplar and thus read the sentence as, τέλεος © (sc. ἐπιστήμη ἐστὶ) τῶν μὲν 
καθόλου, he would have translated, “perfect knowledge consists of the universal things.” 
Thus the preposition min indicates that Ishaq read ἔνια τῶν, which is also the reading of 
all the extant Greek manuscripts. 

132 Ishaq understood ταὐτὸ ἐπιστάμεϑα in its current sense of “we recognize the same 
thing,’ instead of the technical use of ταὐτό as “the identical,” “we recognize the [quality] 
same. 

133 [sbàq chose this meaning of εἶδος instead of “species.” 

134 This is one of two ways in which the elliptical sentence in the Greek can be read, but 
not the correct one. See the commentary. 

135 Ishaq misunderstood διὰ πλείστου to refer to the degree of recognition (“for the 
most part we recognize”), rather than to the distance through which recognition takes 
place. Cf. the note to the Greek text for modern interpretations of this passage which 
caused difficulties to most translators. 
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كانت المعرفة قد تكون على وجوه كثيرة كان الوقوف على الطريق‎ Ga! (19) 
الذى به ''ينبغى أن نبحث عن كل واحد من الأشياء على الوجه الملائم هو‎ 
مبدأ الأمر وملآكه 2'ومثال ذلك البحث عن الأوائل المعقولة وعن الأشياء‎ 
المتحركة 13الداخلة تحت الطبيعة وما من هذه ف المبادئ "وما منها لواحق إلى‎ 
لا نفس ها وذلك‎ N أن نبلغ إلى الحيوانات والنباتات وننتهى بأخرة إلى‎ 
أن فى كل واحد من هذه جنساً خاصاً كا فى التعاليم (أيضاً 7افإن للتعاليم)‎ 
last ذلك‎ μαζι] وقد‎ μμ Lil عل‎ Tee! أنفسها‎ 
غير معلومة على ما يقول‎ Ul من طريق‎ bel? بالغاً وإن كان هاهنا أشياء‎ 
بعض الناس ”فجهة البحث عن هذه خاصية وتحتاج إلى قسمة ما ”وأخلق‎ 
من‎ GSI? بالقول بالمقايسة  فيا يمكن فيه أن يقال بالمقايسة  أن يكون‎ 
S^ TEES ε΄ * A ae E . 
القول به يعلم من طريق أنه غير معلوم کا لو قال قائل فى شئ من الأشياء‎ 


pay 4]‏ من طريق أنه غير مبصر 


(20a)‏ *فقد بقى أن نلتمس تييز الجهات التى تقع بها المعرفة وعلى كم يقال 
فى الشىء à)‏ يعلم GAL? (20b)‏ ذلك وأوله أن نلخص *المعنى فى قول 
القائل إن الشىء يعلم ما هو وقد GE‏ بهذا الأمر δ]‏ أصعب من ذاك ”وذلك 


10 كان‎ corr. Gutas : lili B, T (w.p.) 11 الملائم‎ read, Alon : الملايم‎ B : الملاام‎ sicT 14 بأخرة‎ read. 
Gutas (cf. GALex 1,94), T (w.p.) : , £6 B : بآخره‎ Alon: o >L Crub? 15-16 Ίρις Le corr. 
Gutas : جنس خاص‎ T (w.p.),B 16-17 add. Gutas* (ἔχει δὲ καὶ... τὰ µαθήµατα); see the 
Excursus, 5111 20 خاصية وتحتاج‎ corr. Gutas : خاصى ويحتاج‎ T (wp. B: ويحتاج‎ wet Alon 2 
أليق‎ read. Gutas* (οἰκειότερον) : الىق‎ T {B}: البق‎ Crub?: التى‎ Alon 24 „read. Crub? : 
ge T {B}: بخير‎ Alon 
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(19) Since knowledge comes about in many ways, recognizing" the 
method by means of which we ought to investigate everything in an 
appropriate manner is the starting point and basic prerequisite. An exam- 
ple of that is the investigation ofthe intelligible first [things], of the mov- 
able things that fall under nature, and of the latter, those that are among 
the principles and those of them that are concomitants, until we reach 
animals and plants and finish in the end with the inanimate. The reason 
is that each one of these has a uniquely proper genus, just as in math- 
ematics (also, for mathematics)? itself has a differentiation although it 
is, as it were, a single genus; this has been set down with sufficient preci- 
sion. And if there are things which are known by way of being unknown, 
as some people say, the way to investigate them is uniquely proper [to 
them] and in need of some sort of division; it is more likely that arguing 
by analogy, with regard to those [things] for which it is possible to argue 
by analogy, is more fitting than an argument through which knowledge 
is gained by way of being unknown, ? just as if one were to say about 
something, that it is seen by way of being unseen. 


(20a) There remains to try and distinguish the ways in which knowledge 
occurs and in how many [ways] it is said about something that it is 
known. (20b) The starting point and first [thing] in this respect is for 
us to state with precision what is meant when one says that something 
is known. It may be thought about this matter that it is more difficult 


136 The transmitted text fa-idan is almost certainly a corruption of kûna; fa-idan is 
hardly correct in context, and there is no justification for it in the Greek. Although 
Ishàq recast the initial two sentences in the Greek (the interrogative and the nominal 
one following it) into one affirmative sentence, he did, in the end, say the same thing as 
the Greek; fa-idan, “therefore, as a semantic addition to the text is not indicated, and the 
inferential implication it adds in Arabic is already covered by the initial lammüá, just as in 
the Greek it is expressed by the genitive absolute. 

137 These words were omitted in the Arabic manuscript tradition through extended 
haplography by jumping from at-ta‘alim to at-ta‘alim, as suggested by Crubellier 1992, 
38n53. The accusative in ihtiläfan, which otherwise would be unexplained, is the fossil 
that indicates this. It needs a word that governs the accusative, and this is fa-inna in 
the missing words, aydan fa-inna li-t-ta‘Glim. Ishaq mistook the first *mathematicals" 
as referring to the discipline of mathematics and not to its objects. 

138 Ishaq quite properly understood, and accordingly translated, this sentence by sup- 
plying the implied words: τάχα δέ, ἐφ᾽ ὧν ἐνδέχεται (κατ᾿ ἀναλογίαν λέγειν), κατ’ ἀνα- 
λογίαν οἰκειότερόν (ἐστιν) λέγειν ἢ (λέγειν) αὐτῷ τῷ ἀγνώστῳ (γνωστόν). It appears 
that he understood αὐτῷ as a personal rather than an intensive pronoun. 


9a10 


206 ARABIC TEXT AND TRANSLATION 


coles فل «الأقيام القن قال مه‎ wie ee 


« أن يقال إلى‎ ον en m a 


" واحد‎ cian n Laie st η 


سلوك طريق ما لا نهاية له e‏ مجتنب غير مألوف وخارج عن المعقول 55 U^‏ 
جيعاً مبادئ على وجه من الوجوه إلا أنى أقول إن الأخلق بتلك أن تكون 
مبادئ olay? UJ‏ مبادئ على الإطلاق أو تكون تلك غاية يقصد لما وهذه 
ub aa‏ سباباً Jeb ol?‏ 
لتلك أوائل من الحواس Gn‏ إذا εὗρ‏ إلى الأطراف الأول أنفسها OE‏ 
نقدر حينئذ على ذلك إما من قبل ο‏ لا سبب لما Gp"‏ من قبل عجزنا 
نحن eas Gai‏ لها Εμ‏ الع ق غا 
الضياء وأخلق بهذا القول SM‏ أن يكون 14 صح أعنى أن النظر فى أشباه هذه 
من الأمور كان (ب)العقل نفسه [فيها] Lao‏ س الأمر المطلوب وكأنه ياسه 
ولذلك صار لا“ايقع فيها الزلل auo)‏ أيضاً عن هذا نفسه صعب 


9b2 يرتبك‎ read. Gutas : برسك‎ T {B}: ele, Alon Crub.? 3 وأى‎ corr. Alon: JJ TB. 5 ce 


read. Gutas : ~+ T {B}: غتلف‎ Alon Crub? 6 من‎ repeated, the first crossed out T, {B} 7 
second مبادئ‎ read. Alon: ole Tole B 9 after 1,41 break (..)ind.T το &3 y corr. Gutas* 
(μεταβαίνωμεν) : Les T (B): us read. Alon 11 add. Gutas 13 after الضياء‎ break (..) 
ind.T 14 كان‎ T {B} : ols read. Alon | ب‎ add. Gutas* (τῷ νῷ) | là secl. Gutas 15 بمساس‎ 
corr. Crub.!?* (ϑιγόντι) : „Lu T {B} : بقياس‎ read. Alon 16 after الزلل‎ break (..) ind. T 


1? Tn order to complete the comparative χαλεπώτερον, Ishaq adds “than that,” which is 
to be understood, in context, as referring to the precise determination of what knowledge 
is; in other words, he seems to have understood the sentence as saying that the problem of 
the different ways and aspects of knowledge is more difficult than the mere determination 
of what the meaning of knowledge precisely is. 
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than that;!?? the reason is that it is not possible to receive a universal and 
common thing in the case of things which are said in various ways. (20c1) 
Perhaps!” this is something which is intractable, or it is not easy to say up 
to which point should extend the search for things whose principles’! we 
ought to investigate, and which things these are, alike among the sensible 
things and intelligible things; for following the path to infinity in both 
cases is to be avoided and not accosted, and it is unreasonable. These 
two together are starting points in some manner, except that I would 
say that!? it is more likely for the former to be starting points for us 
and the latter starting points absolutely, or for the former to be an end 
aimed at and the latter!^? starting points for us. Up to a certain point, 
then, it is indeed’“* possible for us to perceive causes!? by taking starting 
points from the senses for those [things]; but when we advance to the 
first extremes themselves, we are not able then to do that, either because 
they have no cause or on account of our impotence, like what happens 
to us when we attempt to look at things that are extremely bright. 
It is likely that this other statement is more correct, namely, that the 
theoretical investigation into the likes of these things is (by means of) 
the intellect itself!*” through contact with, and as if it touches, the object 
sought; and for this reason no error can occur about them. (20c2) Also, 


140 Tshaq read in Ψ ij, "or; as in all other Greek manuscripts. 

141 Ishaq rendered αἰτίας (“causes”) as “principles” (mabddi’), in clear divergence from 
his usual practice of translating the word in all its other occurrences in the work as asbab 
(except for 11b8 where it is translated with the related word ‘illa. See the glossary). It does 
not seem likely that he read ἀρχάς for αἰτίας in V, though interpretive marginal glosses 
to that effect cannot be excluded. 

1? The Arabic adds these words to complete the sense of the sentence, just like modern 
translators do; cf. Ross 27: “Perhaps we may say that ...”. 

143 Ishaq apparently missed the chiasmus of the construction, if the pronouns tilka 
and hädihi that he uses are interpreted in their customary sense; thus, in the second 
alternative, the sensibles would be the end and the intelligibles our starting point. 

144 Note again the emphatic use of qad with imperfect. 

145 Ishaq understood or interpreted δι αἰτίου ϑεωρεῖν as if it were αἰτίας ϑεωρεῖν; it 
does not seem as if he had a different text: “looking into things by means of a cause” is 
close in meaning to “perceiving a cause.” 

146 Ishaq read the ὥσπερ πρὸς τὰ φωτεινότατα phrase as a clause, interpreting (rather 
than reading?) the infinitive βλέπειν as βλέποντες. A thousand years later Usener sug- 
gested the same correction. 

147 The Arabic of this sentence as transmitted is ungrammatical. The preposition bi- 
before ‘aql must have dropped out and subsequently fihä must have been added after 
nafsihi to compensate for it by providing, through the pronoun in fiha, which refers to 
the preceding asyä’, some connection with the opening nominal clause an-nazar ... al- 
umür. 
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هذا الأمر عظيم العَناء *'ويحتاج إليه مع‎ OF ”"وكذلك التصديق به وذلك‎ 
ذلك حاجة ضرورة فى كل واحد من العلوم وخاصة فى أجلها أعنى فى‎ 
ينبغى أن نجعل )> حد) ذلك ومثاله علم أمور الطبيعة (وعلم ما‎ 2 Bu 
الذين طلبوا الحجة فى العلوم (كلها) قد يبطلون #الحجة‎ ορ "قبل الطبيعة)‎ 
يعتقدون فى السماء‎ el ويبطلون مع ذلك المعرفة بل *أصح القولين قول‎ 
من شأنه أن تكون فيه‎ V y نها أزلية #يلتمسون حجة فيا لا حجة فيه‎ 
وأشكاها وأبعادها‎ La palia p% الذين يذكرون أمر حركاتها‎ OB حجة ت#وأيضاً‎ 
#وسائر ما بين بصناعة النجوم فقد يبقى عليهم أن يذكروا "الأوائل المحركة‎ 
واحد منها ووضعها‎ JS صار ذلك كذلك ”وما طبيعة‎ (A) والسبب الذى‎ 
بعضها مع بعض وجوهر الكل بأسره وإذا انحطوا “إلى سائر الأشياء ذكروا‎ 
مثل ذلك فى الأنواع التى قلنا ”إلى أن بلغوا إلى الحيوان والنبات‎ 


الحد : T {B}‏ ذلك | Alon 20 „> add. Gutas* (ὅρον)‏ العناء T {B}:‏ العا read. Gutas:‏ الغناء 17 
Alon 20-21 add. Gutas* (καὶ περὶ τὰς ἔτι προτέρας); see above, Part I, Chapter 3.2‏ 
بل اصح ان يقال انهم يلتمسون حجة فيا لا حجة [بل اصح add. Alon* (ἁπάντων) 22-25 Lats...‏ 21 
T {B}‏ قول conj. Alon 23a‏ فيه ولا من شأن ان تكون فيه حجة وقول الذين يعتقدون فى السماء انها ازلية وايضا 

: قول (بأن)‎ conj. Crub.? 24b يعتقدون‎ read. Alon, T (w.p.) {B} 24a after حجة‎ break (..) ind. 
T 27 ess voc. Gutas* (δείκνυσιν), T (w.p.) {B} : o read. Crub.? : تبين‎ read. Alon | يبقى‎ 
read. Gutas : Ja T {B} : بقى‎ Alon: نبغى‎ conj Crub? 10a1 add. Gutas* (τίνος; cf. 10a28, 
10b23) 


148 The Arabic text here (9b17) has baht, which corresponds to ζήτησις, as in 6b22. It 
has to be assumed that W had actually ζήτησις rather than the transmitted σύνεσις, for 
it is difficult to see how this well known word (σύνεσις) could have been misunderstood 
by Ishaq. 

1 [shàq translated πίστις in its later, Christian, meaning of “belief?” 

150 [shàq appears not to have grasped the implication of ἄλλως, unless it is assumed 
that he understood something like ὅλως from it. 
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the investigation! of this [question] itself is difficult, and so is believing 
it. The reason is that this matter is of great moment!” and there is, 
in addition, necessarily need for it in every one of the sciences, and 
especially in the grandest of them—namely, at which thing we should 
set (the boundary)" of that, such as the science of the objects of nature 
(and the science of what is prior to nature).!”? For those who seek proof 
in (all)? the sciences actually destroy proof and destroy knowledge as 
well; rather, the more correct of the two statements is the statement of 
those who believe that heaven is eternal: they attempt [to find] proof in 
connection with what neither admits of proof nor is in its nature to admit 
of proof.^* Also, for those who mention [heavens] movements, sizes, 
figures, distances, and everything else that is explained by astronomy, 
there remains to mention the first movers, the reason (on account of) ?? 
which this came to be so, what the nature of each one of them is, their 
position relative to one another, and the substance of the entire universe; 
and when they! descend to the rest of the things they mention the like 
of this concerning the species we talked about!” until they reach animals 
and plants. 


151 The word, which dropped from the text in the Arabic transmission, clearly needs to 
be restituted. 

152 The phrase wa-'ilmu mà qabla t-tabi‘a dropped from the text through homoeote- 
leuton. 

155 Alon’s (1985, 199) addition of kullihä here to reproduce ἁπάντων (9b21) is neces- 
sary for the sentence to make sense. 

1* Due to the lacuna in line 9b24 in V, as in all Greek manuscripts, Ishàq read this 
sentence (9b23-25) as follows: Μᾶλλον δ᾽ ἀληϑέστερον εἰπεῖν ὅτι ζητοῦσιν (λόγον) ὧν 
οὐχ ἔστιν οὐδὲ πέφυκεν ὅσοι τὸν οὐρανὸν ἀΐδιον ὑπολαμβάνουσιν, making ὅσοι the 
subject of ζητοῦσιν in the ὅτι clause (as suggested by Crubellier 1992, 39n58). Alon’s 
(1985, 200n104) rearrangement of the Arabic to fit the Greek is unnecessary. 

155 [ahi is to be added here: wa-s-sabab alladi (lahü) sara dälika, translating καὶ τὸ 
τίνος ἕνεκα; cf. τίνος γὰρ ἕνεκα αἱ ἔφοδοι ... (10a28), translated as, as-sabab alladi lahü 
sara l-amr yajri ... . 

156 In line 1043 ὑποβαίνοντι, singular in Greek, was understood by Ishaq as referring 
to the plural τούτοις at 9b27 and translated as plural, inhattü. Laks & Most 17n55 also 
understood it this way, a misinterpretation based on improper appreciation of the particle 
δή in line 10a4; see the commentary at 10a4. 

157 [n 1044 after καθ’ ἕκαστον τῶν εἰδῶν Ishaq apparently read τῶν εἰρημένων, i.e., 
“those we mentioned" one by one, allati quina. It is not unlikely that W may indeed have 
had this reading instead of the rather pointless ἢ μερῶν (if that is how the manuscript 
readings are to be understood). 
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لا تنظر فى‎ ἰῷ] فإذا كانت صناعة النجوم “قد تعين بعض المعونة إلا‎ (21) 
أوائل الطبيعة ”فالأمور التى هى أجل قدراً وأشد بعداً هى غير هذه 200 "هذا‎ 


Zw 
- 


الفن على ما يظن بعض الناس ليس هو طبيعياً أو "ليس هو بأسره طبيعياًء هذا 
على οἱ‏ الحركة على الإطلاق ''أمر ملائم للطبيعة وخاص بها وخاصة + + + 


we 


OB فى #اليران والبات‎ pV ما عليه‎ ἄγω, يكون إذا فعل وتحرك‎ (I2 
“'السماء على حال حركتها تكون على جوهرها‎ οἷ لم يكونا سميين فمن البين‎ 
حركة الكل هى‎ OF إذا فارقت الحركة وسكنت كانت سمية “اوذلك‎ > 


بمنزلة حياة G‏ ليت شعرى هل 7الحياة ليست هى شيئاً للحيوان أو قد 


6 تعين‎ read. Alon, T (w.p.) {B} 7 بعداً‎ TB: بدائياً‎ prop. Crub.! 10 jet, corr. Gutas : 
وحاصا‎ T {B} | وخاصة‎ corr. Alon* (καὶ μάλιστα; cf. 9b19) : α..οἰ-- T {B} : وخاصية‎ read. Crub.!? 
10-12 lac. (τοῦ οὐρανοῦ ... καθ’ ἕκαστον) ind. Crub.!; see above, Part I, Chapter 3.2 
12 3,2, read. Crub.* (κινεῖται), T (w.p.) {B}: 5,2 (om. (و‎ Alon 13 يكونا‎ T (w.p.) {B}: 
فيكونا‎ Alon | سميين‎ corr. Gutas* (ὁμώνυμα; cf. 10415) : el» T {B}: st Alon 17 ليست‎ 
corr. Alon: ليس‎ T {B} 


158 [shàq also read, like most modern scholars, τοῖς πρώτοις δὲ τῆς φύσεως, without a 
comma after δέ. 

159 *Earthest away, i.e., in time; asaddu bu‘dan translates πρότερα, apparently intended 
to be taken in a temporal sense. 

160 A line is missing here from the translation, apparently a copyist’s omission within 
the Arabic tradition. Crubellier 1992, 40n60, had already correctly identified the extent of 
the Greek text to which this omission corresponds (τοῦ οὐρανοῦ ... καθ’ ἕκαστον, from 
10a10 to 12), placing the lacuna in the Arabic text correctly after what the manuscript (T) 
has as hässiyya. He ascribed the omission to a homoeoteleuton in the Arabic transmis- 
sion, thinking that the word hässiyya, as we actually have it in the manuscript, formed a 
homoeoteleuton with the same word in a presumed expression al-asya@ al-hässiyya which, 
he claimed, stood for τὸ καϑ’ ἕχαστον at 10a11-12 at the other end of the lacuna. How- 
ever, in this translation, hässiyya, whether with al-asya’ or without it, never stands for 
xat ἕκαστον, for which almost uniformly Ishaq uses kull wahid (e.g. at 5a19, 8b22, 8026, 
9815, 9b18, etc., and see the Glossary), but it uniformly translates ἴδιον and its derivatives; 
as a matter of fact, at 8b21, al-asya’ al-hassiyya translates τὰ ἴδια. The word hassiyya in 
this passage, which should actually be read hdssatan, stands for Greek μάλιστα at 10a10, 
as it does at 9b19, where the exactly identical expression, xal μάλιστα, is translated as 
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(21) So if astronomy does help somewhat but does not investigate the 
first [things] of nature,!”® the things which are of the highest moment 
and farthest away’? are other than these. For this discipline, as some 
people think, is not about nature, or it is not entirely about nature, despite 
[the fact] that motion in an absolute sense is something suited to nature 
and proper to it, and especially * * *!9 comes about only when it acts 
and is in motion, as is the case with animals and plants. If they are not 
homonymous'*' then it is clear that heaven, when in a state of motion, is 
in accordance with its substance, such that when it is separated from the 
motion and is at rest, it is homonymous—the reason is that the motion of 
the universe is like some sort of life. I thus wish I knew whether! life is 


wa-hässatan. (The previous phrase in the Arabic text, wa-hässun bihd, does not stand 
for μάλιστα but is actually a hendiadys for οἰκεῖον in the expression muld’im bi-t-tabi‘a 
wa-häss biha, where the pronoun in bihä naturally refers back to tabi‘a. Had the word 
häss been used to translate μάλιστα here with reference to οὐρανοῦ, Ishaq would have 
said, wa-häss bi-s-samä’, and not used the pronoun in biha.) Thus although the lacuna 
may indeed be due to a homoeoteleuton, the specific one was not between hässiyya (* * * 
al-asy@ al-hässiyya) innamä yakünu. 

As for the lacuna itself, it could be thought that it occurred already in the Greek text on 
account of the possible homoeoteleuton in two successive lines which end in μάλιστα and 
καθ’ ἕκαστον respectively. However, the Arabic syntax in the translation of this sentence 
precludes this because it indicates that Ishaq did have the full text in front of him and 
that it was the same as that transmitted in the oldest Greek manuscripts, J and P: διὸ καὶ 
N ἐνέργεια τῆς οὐσίας ἑκάστου καὶ τὸ καθ’ ἕκαστον ὅταν ἐνεργῇ καὶ κινῆται. Since he 
read ἡ instead of ei (or actually, εἰ ἢ) and κινῆται instead of κινεῖται (see the commentary), 
he was missing a main verb in the sentence, and he assumed it to be something like 
ἐστί, (e.g., understanding something like, καὶ τὸ καθ’ ἕκαστόν ἐστι), for he must have 
translated, “(Hence, the actuality of the substance of each thing and each thing itself) 
comes about only when it acts and is in motion.” The text I place in angular brackets 
is what has been lost, but the second half of the sentence, what is extant, presupposes 
it because of the existence of “comes about only” (innamä yakünu) in the Arabic text 
and the masculine verbs fa‘ala and taharraka. Had the omission occurred in the Greek 
tradition and Ishaq read, jumping from μάλιστα to ὅταν, τό γε κινεῖσθαι καὶ ἁπλῶς τῆς 
φύσεως οἰχεῖον καὶ μάλιστα ὅταν ἐνεργῇ καὶ κινῆται, he would have translated, “Motion 
in an absolute sense is something suited to nature and proper to it, and especially when it 
[fem., for nature] acts and is in motion,’ or in Arabic ... amrun mula@’imun li-t-tabi'ati wa- 
hässun bihä wa-hässatan idä fa‘alat wa-taharrakat. Thus the innamä yakünu as we have 
it in the text as well as the masculine verbs cannot be explained. The omission therefore 
occurred in the Arabic tradition and there is accordingly a lacuna in that text. By the same 
token, it is also clear that Y had the same (erroneous) Greek text as J and P, constituting 
some of the primitive errors of the Neoplatonic archetype (see Part I, Chapter 2.5). 

161 Ishaq read μὴ ὁμώνυμα without a comma between the two words. 
162 Ishaq read, together with all the Greek manuscripts, εἴτε, not having the benefit of 
the correction by Sylburg into εἴ γε. 
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ينبغى أن نبحث عن هذا أيضاً "إن الحركة ليست شيئاً للسماء وللأجرام‎ 
مقرون ”بالشك‎ οἶς هذا الشك‎ OF السماوية "أو ذلك على جهة ما حدودة إلا‎ 


فى الحركة عن غير متحرك 


Lie (22)‏ تلخيص هذا الأمر Go?‏ يُعلم Ὁ]‏ الأشياء كلها I‏ تكون 
من أجل شىء وأنه ليس شىء باطل غلا معتی له فليس هو بسهل على 


t€ 


ما #سنقول فى مواضع كثيرة فمن أى الأمور ليت شعرى ينبغى أن نبداً 
وإلى Le?‏ ينبغى أن ننتھی Up‏ قد نجد أشياء قد o‏ بها Vl‏ ليس تجرى 
“هذا المجرى لكن بعضها se‏ على طريق AR DEW‏ وبعضها يجرى 
بضرورة تدعو إليه ”كا نجد ذلك فى كثير من الأمور السماوية والأمور 


2,2 25 


de ἀκ „N له غبار‎ GU oad عن‎ JUS of للسائل‎ S (22.1) 


ما يجرى عليه مذاهب cb!‏ البحر ومجترفاته وتشعبه» وجزره عن مواضع 


18 وللاجرام‎ 1 Alon: وللاجرم‎ T{B} 20 after متحرك‎ break )..( ind. T 24 نبدأ‎ read. Gutas, 
T (wp.), B (w.p.) : las read. Alon 25 ليس‎ T {B}: ليست‎ corr. Alon 28 عن‎ add. above the 
line T! 10b1 οὐ zz read. Crub? : T (w.p.), B (w.p.) : aly sic read. Alon | وتشعبه‎ read. 
Crub2 : cates TB: وتشيعه‎ Alon 


163 Having read εἴτε in the preceding phrase, Ishaq naturally took the ἤ as disjunctive. 
See the commentary. 

164 Ishäg apparently understood (or read?) ἢ τόδε for what editors have corrected to ἢ 
ὡδί. The Greek manuscripts have a variety of forms; see the Greek apparatus. 

165 Ishaq clearly could not understand this difficult sentence, though to his credit, he 
translated literally, which makes little sense. It is particularly nonsensical in the preceding 
sentence, which puts in the mouth of Theophrastus the outlandish claim that “motion is 
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163 164 


not something belonging to animals, or? we ought to investigate this 
also: motion is not something that belongs to heaven and the heavenly 
bodies, or that!‘ is in some manner limited, except that this doubt is, 
as it were, connected with the doubt concerning motion [caused] by the 
unmoved. 


(22) As for the precise delimitation of this matter with a view to knowing 
that all things come to be on account of something and that there is 
nothing that is in vain, meaningless, it is not easy,!°° as we shall state! in 
many places. From which things, I wish I knew, ought we to begin? And 
at which of them ought we to stop? For we do find things of which it is 
thought!“ that they do not follow this course, but some of them occur 
by way of coincidence and accidentally, while others occur by a necessity 
that brings them about, as we find this [to be the case] in connection with 
many celestial things and terrestrial things. 


(22.1) For one may ask about the reason why things are as they are: 
[why there are] incursions!® of sea water sweeping [things] away and 
spreading out,!”° [why there is] its ebbing from places which dries them 


not something that belongs to heaven and the heavenly bodies,” even if this is taken as 
a hypothetical question. Consequently, “that” in the following sentence, dälika, has no 
proper referent; it cannot refer to motion because haraka is feminine, except perhaps in 
a general way. It is regrettable that this work was not studied in the Arabic tradition; it 
would have been interesting to see what a philosophically minded reader would have 
made of this passage. 

166 Ishaq read here in W, as in all the Greek manuscripts, μηδὲν μάτην ἄλλως, ὁ 
ἀφορισμὸς οὐ ῥῴδιος, which he translated as, laysa Say’un batilun là ma'nà lahü fa-laysa 
huwa (sc. talhis hada l-amr) bi-sahlin, where batil translates μάτην and là mana lahü 
translates ἄλλως in its sense of precisely “purposeles, meaningless? Without any particle 
following ἄλλως, he read μάτην ἄλλως as a hendiadys. 

167 Ishaq used the future tense, indicating that he read in the Greek text λέξεται. for 
λέγεται, or at least so understood the text. 

168 Ishaq understood, καὶ δὴ ἔνιά (ἐστι) τῶν/τῷ μὴ δοκεῖν, "there are some things of/by 
which it is thought [of them] that they do not ...,” which gave rise to the translation, “for 
we do find things of which it is thought that they do not ...” As for the contested reading 
τῶν/τῷ, it appears that the Arabic translation most readily would derive from a reading 
of tov in Y, though it is also possible that a reading of τῷ could have occasioned a similar 
translation; the Arabic is not specific enough to allow a definite decision. 

16} “Incursions” stands for madahib, translating ἔφοδοι. 

170 Mujtarifat wa-tasa“ub, hendiadys for misunderstood ἀνάρροιαι. 
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wll لحملة عن التغايير‎ οὗ Lal ray, إلى مواضع‎ NP dee #وجفافه‎ 
Ge تعرض فيه إلى شىء بعد شىء “وأصناف الكون والفساد وكذلك يسأل‎ 
$ " 
old? لبيك باليسيرة نظائر‎ y كوعن أشياء‎ 


)22.2( وقد يكون فى الحيوان أيضاً أشياء albus ls‏ بمنزلة الثديين فى 
الذكورة ''واللحية فى بعضها وبالجملة نبات الشّعر فى ''مواضع من البدن وما 
يجرى Lal‏ هذا المجرى القرون العظيمة التى توجد لبعضها بمنزلة PLII‏ 
حتى OF‏ بعضها قد يتأذى فى الحركة ”'والاستقلال وستر العينين ؟"وأعظم ما 
Lal y US oye ad LE na‏ يه a gi pal‏ يراق ολ]‏ فان هذه 
ليست من قبل شىء بل lel‏ أعراض grew‏ قبل أشياء أخر ضرورية 
وذلك انها لو كانت من أجل شىء 23 كان يجب أن تكون دائماً على حال 


واحدة وعلى مثال واحد 


2 ong T (w.p.) {B} : ومدة‎ read. Alon 4 οἷ... read. Alon: سل‎ T B: نسأل‎ read. Marg. 6 
نظائر‎ read. Alon, T (w.p.), B(w.p.) 8 älbL corr. Gutas : باطل‎ T (w.p.) {B} | الثديين‎ read. Alon 
: T (wp.) {B} 13 والاستقلال‎ read. Marg. : T (w.p.) : والاستعلاق : 8 والاسىقلال‎ Alon 17 „IB, 
appar. T (which has امو‎ with a hacek on the و‎ intended to correct it to read امور : )ر‎ Crub.? 
19 (اشياء) ضرورية‎ corr. Gutas* (ἀνάγκας) : 35; > B, T (w.p.) 20 كان‎ corr. Gutas : كانت‎ T 
(w.p.), appar. B (only the — is visible: ((كان)ت‎ 


17! The Greek-Arabic correspondences here are the following: jazr = ἀναχωρήσεις, 
jafaf = ἀναξηράνσεις, madd = προχωρήσεις, and ball = ὑγρότητες. Ishaq took ἀνα- 
χωρήσεις with ἀναξηράνσεις and προχωρήσεις with ὑγρότητες. “For why is there the 
ebbing of the sea from places and its drying them up, and the flowing into places and 
its moistening them?” Thus Ishaq had what would, strictly speaking, correspond to, ἢ τί- 
voc al ἀναχωρήσεις καὶ ἀναξηράνσεις, ἢ αἱ προχωρήσεις καὶ ὑγρότητες; But it seems 
clear that Ishaq himself joined ἀναχωρήσεις with ἀναξηράνσεις and προχωρήσεις with 
ὑγρότητες for the sake of meaning, and that the text in front of him had what is estab- 
lished here. Alternatively, the Arabic may suggest that the Greek text was, ἢ τίνος αἱ 
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up, and its flowing into places and drenching them," and, in general, 
[what the reason is] for the changes into one thing after another which 
take place in this connection, and for the various sorts of coming to 
be and passing away. One may similarly ask about the alterations and 
changes and the shifting from one thing into another that occur in the 
earth, and about other things, which are not few, similar to these. 


(22.2) In animals, too, there do occur!” things which are purposeless, 
as it were, like breasts in males! and beards in some, and in general 
the growth of hair in some parts of the body. What is also analogous 
to this is the enormous horns which are found in some of them, such 
as deer, to the point that some of them actually suffer harm" as [the 
horns] move, rise high [above the deer's head] ,'7° and cover their eyes." 
The most important [thing] of all this about which there is doubt and 
the one to which [doubt] most properly belongs!” is the matter of the 
generation and nourishment!” of animals, for these are not for the 
sake of anything, but rather are accidents that are concomitant only on 
account of other, necessary things. The reason is that, had they been for 
the sake of something, they would have been necessarily always in the 
same state and in the same way. 


(ἀναχωρήσεις καὶ) προχωρήσεις ἢ ἀναξηράνσεις καὶ ὑγρότητες, putting the terms that 
go together first and second in each phrase respectively, but the chiasmus in the text as 
suggested by Usener works just as well if not better. 

172 The emphatic qad with imperfect here render the emphasis in αὐτοῖς τοῖς ζῴοις. 

173 “And the emission in females, if indeed it makes no contribution" (10b8-9, καὶ τοῖς 
ϑήλεσιν ... συμβάλλεται) was not translated by Ishaq. Since there is no break in the 
syntax the omission would appear to be deliberate. See Part I, Chapter 3.2. 

174 Tt is not possible to decide whether W had λελωβημένων or -μενοις. Ishàq clearly 
took τοῖς δέ and λελωβ- to refer to the deer (ba'daha), but if he had -μένοις in front of 
him he would still have understood it from the context to refer to τοῖς. 

175 This seems to be the intended meaning of istiqlal, which renders παραιωρήσει. See 
Kazimirski s.v. The suggested emendation by Alon 1985, 201, and Crubellier 1992, 41n62, 
isti‘laq, is not attested in the dictionaries. 

176 The next few lines in the Greek text, 10b13-16 (xai ὡς ἔνια ... τοιαῦτα), are left 
untranslated. It may be that Ishaq could not decipher either the elliptical syntax or the 
rare vocabulary, or possibly both. See Part I, Chapter 3.2. 

177 [shàq correctly took the noun implied by τὸ μέγιστον δὴ καὶ μάλιστα Soxodv to 
be ἀπορία. He perceived the rhetorical crescendo in the paragraph and ended with the 
intended phrase, "and the greatest aporia of all is ...” 

178 [shàq transposed the two words, apparently in order to list them in chronological 
sequence, taking τροφάς to refer to actual feeding. 


10b2 
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)22.3( وللاسان Lat‏ أن بحت "من OLS οἱ‏ يل من oe ο‏ 
e?‏ السبب الذى له #صار لما طبيعة محدودة» على ما يرون» *#بالصور 
والأنواع والقوى )23( OB‏ هذا نفسه موضع حيرة أعنى οἱ‏ ليس 
#بمنقاس أن OK‏ ذلك ثم يجعل فى غيرها مما هو أقدم “#وأشرف منها 
get‏ بالق اللي uie t e lot es‏ أن حل علق أذ 
تكون (GL‏ تقبل الصور *'والأصناف المختلفة من ذاتها *من حركة الكل 


OB" (24)‏ لم تكن هذه من قبل شىء #قُصد به الأمر الأفضل فقد ينبغى أن 
افك SE ais ys μμ ο Vy Lele Je‏ 
هذه الأشياء كأن القول فيها يميل إلى “الجهتين إذا قيلت على الإطلاق وإذا 
قيلت على واحد واحد تأعنى بالقول على الإطلاق أن الطبيعة فى كل شىء 
“تتشوق إلى الأفضل Lely‏ فيا fot‏ ذلك ”تفيده النظام والدوام *وكذلك 
يجرى الأمر فى الحيوان وذلك ἰῷ]‏ حيث يمكن "الأمرٌ الأفضل فليس يقصر 
فى موضع من المواضع ومثال ذلك OF‏ الحنجرة جعلت من pie‏ المرىء 


21 ANI sic T (w.p.), الانفس‎ B : اللا نفس‎ conj. Alon, but this negative formation is not usual 
with this translator; perhaps (4) نفس‎ Y L(+) is to be read for the Greek τοῖς ἀψύχοις: cf. 
11817, 9a15; but see the comm. 240 اعنى انه‎ T : انه‎ ὦ ας اعنى ان‎ B, with signs ind. the 
deletion of the words ὁ ὧς ان‎ 25 „lüs read. Alon: ىمىھاس‎ T : ples B : بمقياس‎ Crub? | لا‎ 
dee conj. Alon 27a يوثق‎ read. Treiger* (πιστόν) : oy T: يوفق : 8 بوث‎ Alon: نوفق‎ 7 
1142 نقف‎ read. Marg., يقف‎ B, T (w.p.) | حدود ما‎ corr. Crub.!* (τινάς; cf. 4b6, 4b14, etc.) : 
حدودها‎ TB 3 ols read. Marg. : كل‎ appar. T, كان‎ or كانه‎ T! (the final niin is slightly smudged) 
:alsB 7 ota read. Marg. : ot» appar. TB: تعيده‎ read. Crub? 8 51444 T {B}: الحيوانات‎ 
Marg. 9 يقصر‎ read. Alon, T (w.p.): بقصر‎ B: تقصر‎ read. Marg. 


1? The Greek has “inanimate things,” and it is tempting to correct the Arabic al-anfus 
to read (m)à là nafsa (lahü), but it does not seem that this was what Ishaq wrote. See the 
commentary. 
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(22.3) One also ought to investigate, with regard to plants—or still 
more, with regard to souls!?—the reason why they have a nature that 
is delimited, as they believe, by forms, species,!® and powers; (23) for 
this very [thing] is perplexing, namely, that it is not reasonable!?! for 
this to be [so] and then to be applied? to something else which is prior 
and nobler than they.!?? So the argument that is more likely to contain 
something that should be relied upon is that these are apt to be receiving 


forms and different sorts? just spontaneously from!* the movement of 
the universe. 


(24)6 If, then, these do not come about on account of something 
through which the best is aimed at, we ought to recognize certain 
boundaries and not posit this statement for all things without qualifica- 
tion. The reason is that it is as if!** a statement about these things tends 
toward two directions, when it is said without qualification and when it 
is said for each individual. By "statement without qualification" I mean 
that nature in everything desires the best and that it bestows order and 
perpetuity upon whatever can admit them. The same applies in the case 
of animals. The reason is that wherever the best is possible, it does not 
fail in any place. For example, the windpipe is placed in front of the 


180 Ishaq selected the inappropriate of the two meanings of εἶδος, form and species, 
apparently because he already translated μορφαῖς as “forms.” 

181 For Arabic 5 rendering ἔχειν λόγον see above, Part I, Chapter 3.3 at the end. 
The form of the word as it is used here is beyond dispute (cf. above at 7a10), for the 
skeleton of the word in the Tehran manuscript is clearly that of munqds. The Bodleian 
manuscript, through a metathesis of the second and third letters in the word bmnq's, 
reads bmqy's (bi-miqyds), which is almost tolerable (and accepted by Crubellier) except 
that miqyds is a noun meaning a measuring instrument. 

182 Ishaq took ποιοῦσιν not as a participle but as a verb, "they do/apply,’ which he then 
translated in the passive, “to be applied.” 

183 [shàq apparently read the following Greek text in Y and punctuated it thus: αὐτὸ 
γὰρ τοῦτο ἄπορον, τὸ μὴ ἔχειν λόγον [καὶ] τοῦτ᾽ ἐν ἑτέροις δὴ ποιοῦσιν προτέροις καὶ 
τιμιωτέροις, apparently disregarding καί. 

184 Tt is not clear how al-asnäf al-muhtalifa is supposed to be translating πρὸς ἄλληλα; 
a textual corruption may be involved. 

185 Unless one is to emend the Arabic text and add (wa-)min, Ishaq appears not to 
have translated xai in 10b27, understanding the following phrase as complementing and 
explaining the preceding. 

186 Aporia 24 was translated by Margoliouth 1892, 194. 

187 Ishaq read in his manuscript the transmitted μὴ τοῦ) and punctuated after ἄρι- 
στον: εἰ δὲ μὴ τοῦϑ’ ἕνεκά του καὶ εἰς τὸ ἄριστον, ληπτέον .... 

188 Margoliouth's suggestion to read ka-anna here (instead of käna) is well taken: it 
expresses the indefiniteness οΓτινά in ἔχει τινὰ διστασμόν. 


lla 
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الأنها أشرف منه #وكذلك جعل كل ما Ces‏ به الزيئة إذا كانت “"الشهوة 
تجرى هذا المجرى إلا أنه قد يظهر أن "ما لا يؤاتيها ولا يقبل الأمر الأفضل 
ας‏ بل هو "اأكثر Les‏ عا ala‏ وذلك أن ذا μον‏ 
فلا يحصى كثرة **'وأسرع SS‏ ”ما له نفس nb‏ وجوداً وباالجملة ob‏ 
Bean‏ يسير وف أشياء يسيرة والردىء كثير العدد لوخ روج هذا عن At‏ 
فقط هو ”بمنزلة ما يكون فى طبيعة غاية اجهل ”فإن الذين تكلّموا فى الجوهر 


13 جعل‎ Marg., appar. B (partly damaged) : |» T : فعل‎ read. Alon: Jag Crub.? | كل ما‎ read. 
Gutas : كلما‎ T {B} | Ges read. Alon : T (w.p.) {B} | الزينة‎ read. Crub.?, Alon in app. crit. : الرسه‎ 
T {B}: الريئة‎ Alon 15 (sly read. Marg., T (w.p.), B wp.) 17a فلا‎ read. Alon, ملا‎ T : Y; 
B 22 » AIT: الجواحر‎ 8 


189 The words xai ἐν τῇ μέσῃ κοιλίᾳ τῆς καρδίας τὴν κρᾶσιν ἀρίστην ὅτι τὸ μέσον 
τιμιώτατον are missing in Arabic. It is difficult to decide what caused this omission. On 
the face of it, there is no reason why Ishaq should not have translated this passage on 
the excellence of blood mixture in the middle ventricle of the heart. However, in view 
of the fact that (1) Theophrastus has just said that body parts occypying a front position 
are nobler, this statement about the center being “the noblest” may seem contradictory; 
as a matter of fact, there may indeed be a doctrinal problem with this passage, as 
discussed by Laks & Most 83n38. So it is doubtful that an omission even in the Greek 
tradition can be ruled out. Secondly, (2) the presence of the words τιμιώτερον and 
τιμιώτατον at the end of two sentences may have given rise to a textual corruption in 
the Greek through homoeoteleuton (even if not exact; i.e., τιμιώτερον γάρ at 11a10- 
11 and τιμιώτατον at 11412). On the other hand, the same two considerations may 
have been operative, and perhaps more plausibly so, in the Arabic tradition. Ishaq, 
who was certainly knowledgeable and sensitive to cultural and philosophical issues, (3) 
may not have translated the sentence for the same doctrinal reason—the center could 
not be the noblest—while (4) it is more likely that the same Arabic word for both 
the comparative τιμιώτερον and the superlative τιμιώτατον, asraf, could have given 
rise to a homoeoteleuton omission within the Arabic tradition. I decide in favor of 
option (3) because there are two additional considerations. First, the Arabic syntax 
before and after the missing sentence is immaculate, and thus an accidental omission 
in the Arabic tradition is rendered more improbable; second, and more important, are 
considerations of context. Ishaq understood the word κόσμος in the following sentence 
to mean "ornament" (see the following note, and cf. Laks & Most 83n39) and missed or 
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oesophagus because it is nobler than it,'*? and whatever is conducive to 
ornament,’” jf?! desire functions in this manner, is similarly placed; 
except that it does appear that what neither complies with it!” nor 
receives the best is much— no, rather, it is much more by far than what 
does receive it. The reason is that the animate is scarce” while the 
inanimate is immeasurably plentiful, and faster of generation than the 
animate and better of being.?* In general, the good is little and in few 
things, while the bad is great of number, and the departure of this 
from the limit only is like what happens in the nature of extreme igno- 


disregarded the particle γάρ right after it. In the ensuing sentence, as read by Ishaq (i.e., 
ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ ὅσα κόσμου χάριν εἰ καὶ ἡ ὄρεξις οὕτως), it makes semantically little 
sense to say that the noblest body parts are in the center rather than in front because, as 
the Arabic translation has it, “whatever is conducive to ornament (literally, “everything 
by means of which ornamentation presents itself or is formed”) when desire follows this 
course” must refer to physical beauty in animate beings, and this is not in their center. It 
thus appears that there is more justification for considering the omission deliberate on 
the part of Ishaq than for any of the other alternatives, and I so note it in the edition. 

190 Interestingly, Ishaq, just like Ross in modern times, chose this meaning of κόσμος 
as most appropriate in this context. See the commentary. 

1?! For 106 translating ei see GALex 1,161-163, $$ 2.1-2.3. It is interesting to note that 
Ishaq did not translate γάρ in 11a13, and so took the words ὡσαύτως ... οὕτως as one 
sentence. It is impossible to know whether he had a defective text or had problems with 
γάρ similar to those faced by modern readers and decided not to translate the word; see 
the commentary. 

192 The feminine singular pronoun here would be taken to refer, because of the context 
and the following al-amr al-afdal, “the best? to zina, “ornament; rather than to the 
immediately preceding sahwa, “desire” 

193 Greek τι is not translated in the Arabic. 

194 [shàq took ἄψυχον also as the subject of the following clause, and the final τὸ εἶναι 
as an accusative of respect (unless he read the dative τῷ εἶναι in W which would amount 
to the same thing). He thus read the genitive in τῶν ἐμψύχων as the genitive after the 
comparative βέλτιον and the positive ἀκαριαῖον, which he interpreted as a comparative 
(more momentary = faster): ἄπειρον δὲ τὸ ἄψυχον καὶ αὐτῶν τῶν ἐμψύχων ἀκαριαῖον 
καὶ βέλτιον τὸ/τῷ εἶναι. It is interesting to see that in order to make his rendering fit 
what he interpreted as two comparatives in the Greek text, he translated to εἶναι twice, in 
two different meanings of the word, generation and being. Ishaq must have thought that 
"faster of generation,” i.e., faster to be generated, refers to the fact that inanimate things 
do not need a long gestation period to be generated. (The discussion of this passage by 
Merlan 1968, 140, is based on an inaccurate understanding of the Arabic.) 
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Gli عزيزاً‎ Sl “فى الموضع الوسط‎ cà بأسره #مثل سبوسبس جعلوا‎ 
النهايات وما عن جنبتى الوسط فهى عندهم على ما ينبغى‎ 


GG (24.1)‏ أفلاطن وشيعة فوثاغورس eb‏ باعدوا الأمر 'بعداً كثيراً le‏ 
رأوه من الأشياء كلها يتقيله هذا ”على eel‏ وضعوا سببها بالتضاد 'للاثنوة 
غير المحدودة وللواحد يدخل فيها الخروج عن التناهي “وعن النظام وبالجملة 
الخروج عن صورة» وبا لجملة XB‏ ليس يمكن أن تكون طبيعة الكل خلواً 
من تلك ES‏ كأنها مضاهية للأخرى أو تفضل ”عليها أو تكون المبادئ 
أيضاً متضادة ومن قبل ذلك le‏ الذين يضيفون العلّة إلى الله لا يقولون 
ولا فيه oP μα, dd‏ يقود الأشياء كلها إلى الأمر الأفضل لكن |3 كان به 


23 سبوسبس‎ read. Alon, T (w.p.), B (w.p.) : سسوسيس‎ read. Marg. | الشريف‎ read. Marg. : السريف‎ 
T:cà,2J B 24 عزيزاً‎ read. Marg. : عريرا‎ T 8 : غزيرا‎ Alon | UBT (wp.) : واما‎ B. 25 جنبتى‎ 
B: حسى‎ T: Alon | after ينبغى‎ break )..( ind. T 27 فوثاغورس‎ corr. Marg. : قوباعورسن‎ T 
: فوباعوريين‎ 8 | after باعدوا‎ break (..) ind. T ııbı ss read. Alon, T (w.p.), B (w.p.) | esl 
T : رواه‎ B | يتقيله‎ read. Gutas, T (w.p.) : سقيله‎ B : يتقبله‎ read. Marg. : متقيلة‎ Alon 3 TB: 
الغير‎ Marg. | فيها‎ corr. Gutas* (ἐν Ñ); cf. the fem. pronouns in تلك لكنها‎ in Il. 5-6 below : فيه‎ 
T (w.p.), B(w.p.) 5 after تلك‎ add. ols JI يعنى‎ T, يعنى الرداءة‎ B : gloss ind. Marg. : om. Crub.!, 
secl Crub? 6 (gts read. Alon: Ys T : فاا‎ B | للاخرى‎ T : (5,7 VI B | after للاخرى‎ add. p~ 
«5 TB: gloss ind. Marg. : om. Crub.!, secl. Crub? 8 054. read. Crub.?: صىمون‎ T: 
0 x 8 : يصبقون‎ sic Alon 9 اذ‎ T (w.p.), B (w.p.) : اذا‎ Alon 


195 Given the corrupt nature of the text, Ishaq had problems with its interpretation just 
like modern scholars. The text that he read in W in all likelihood looked like this, with 
curly brackets placed around words he did not translate: Τὸ δ᾽ ὅλον, σπάνιόν τε καὶ àv 
ὀλίγοις τὸ ἀγαϑόν, πολὺ δὲ πλῆϑος [n] τὸ κακὸν ov{x} εἰ/ῆ ἀοριστία {δὲ} μόνον {καὶ 
οἷον ὕλης εἴδη) καϑάπερ τὰ τῆς φύσεως ἀμαϑεστάτου. First, it is clear that he read οὗ ἡ 
for ovx εἶ, either because that is what he had in his text or, more probably, because that is 
how he interpreted it; see the commentary. Second, since the bad is presented in the text 
as being numerous, he interpreted Gogiotia—literally translated as “departure from the 
limit"—as referring to the boundless instances of the bad itself, not to the indefiniteness 
and unformed nature of prime matter (as modern scholars do). And third, in the final 
phrase, he understood ἀμαϑεστάτου as being the genitive of τὸ ἀμαϑέστατον (the state 
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rance.!” For those who spoke about substance in its entirety, like Speu- 
sippus, placed!” the noble in the center place, as something scarce and 
rare.?7 As for the extremes and what is on either side of the center, they 
are, in their opinion, as they should be.!?® 


(24.1) As for Plato and the followers of Pythagoras, they put the matter 
at a very great distance!” because they thought that all things imitate??? 
this, though they posited their?! cause in opposition to the indefinite 
dyad and to the one, which [dyad]?” includes a departure from finitude 
and from order, and, in general, from form. In general, it is impossible 
for the nature of the universe to be free of that,? but it corresponds, as 
it were, to the other” or is superior to it, or?” the principles are also 
contrary to each other. On account of this, those who attribute the cause 
to god have come to say that not even he is able to guide all things to the 


of extreme ignorance) not 6 ἀμαθέστατος (the most ignorant person) and thus, reading 
τῆς φύσεως ἀμαϑεστάτου together, made sense of the καϑάπερ phrase as meaning, "like 
what [happens] in the nature of extreme ignorance.” In this way he could make some 
sense of the whole sentence by seeing in it a comparison (καϑάπερ, bi-manzilat) between 
bad beyond limits on the one hand and a state of extreme ignorance on the other. Given 
this understanding of the sentence, the phrase xai oiov ὕλης εἴδη, “and, as it were, the 
forms of matter,’ makes no sense: the phrase is clearly parallel to ἀοριστία but it cannot 
refer to the bad as ἀοριστία does; what would “the forms of matter of the bad" mean? 
So apparently Ishaq just decided not to translate the phrase. (Previous discussions of the 
Arabic, presented by Taran 1981, 444-445, are based on inaccurate analysis of the text.) 

196 Ishaq punctuated after Σπεύσιππος and read, or interpreted, ποιεῖ as if it were 
ποιοῦσιν, thus compensating for the absence of a finite verb in the sentence. See the 
commentary. 

197 This is a hendiadys for σπάνιον, with qalil emphasizing the numerical rarity of the 
thing and ‘aziz its preciousness. 

198 Ishaq read τὰ δ᾽... ἔτυχεν ὄντα as one sentence, and was forced to disregard the 
words τὰ μὲν οὖν; it does not appear as if he had a defective text. 

19 Tt is not clear what Ishaq, or especially his readers, understood by this phrase. 

200 Taqayyala, “to imitate,” not broadly attested in medieval dictionaries, would appear 
from this passage to have been more common. Cf. Dozy s.v. 

201 [ e, of all things. 

202 The manuscript has the masculine pronoun, fihi, which, however, cannot be what 
Ishaq wrote because further down, ll. 5-6, the same entity, the dyad, is referred to with 
feminine pronouns, tilka lakinnaha. 

203 After “that” (tilka) the manuscripts add what is obviously a later marginal gloss, 
ya‘ni ar-rada’ata, “i.e., badness; which cannot be attributed to Ishaq. 

204 After “the other” (ἑτέρας-- uhrä),the manuscripts add another marginal gloss, ya‘ni 
al-hayrürata, “i.e., goodness,’ also not to be attributed to Ishaq. 

205 Ishaq read in W ἤ as in all the other manuscripts; ᾗ is Rosss emendation. 
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ألا يكون يشآء ذلك أصلاً إذ "كان قد يعرض أن يرتفع جوهرها بأسره‎ LAT 
أشياء متضادة‎ ἃ οἰ) من قبل أنه من أشياء متضادة‎ 


)24.2( وقد نجد Lat?‏ فى الأوائل أشياء كثيرة لحقت على طريق GLE‏ 
مثل ما ذكرنا من التغايير التى تعرض ف الأرض OP‏ هذه لم يقصد NL‏ 
"n .4 " w & £ 3 tak‏ 
الأفضل ولا جعلت من أجل شىء لزمت وتبعت إماما ضروريا وقد 

w £e & ogg PE τς. 5 .‏ 
نجد ”فى الهواء مثل ذلك وفى أشياء 21 غيره إلا οἱ‏ أولى LEN‏ 
بها أن فيها نظاماً GE‏ من الأشياء المحسوسة el‏ السماوية Gly‏ من 
سائر الأشياء ‏ إلا أن تكون هذه متقدمة ”لتلك ‏ فالتعاليم OL‏ هذه 
وإن لم تكن كلها على نظام فأكثرها كذلك Ὑ‏ أن يعتقد معتقد ”ما كان 
يعتقده ديموقريطس فى صور ##الأجزاء التى لا aed‏ إلا OF‏ هذا أمر #ينبغى 
أن نبحث عنه [οὗ‏ ما قلناه منذ أول الأمر فقد ينبغى أن نلتمس Tae?‏ ما 
فى الطبيعة وفى *جوهر الكل Gls‏ هو من أجل شىء ”وللحركة إلى الأمر 
الأفضل )25( bp‏ هذا مبدأ 'النظر فى الكل وننظر أيضاً فى (οἱ‏ الأشياء وجود 


الموجودات وكيف UE?‏ بعضها عند بعض 


12 نجد‎ read. Crub2 : نحد‎ T: جد‎ B : aZ read. Alon 14 ذكرناه : '1' ذكرنا‎ B. 15 هذه‎ read. Marg. 
: هده‎ T : بعده‎ sic B : هذا‎ Alon | }T:om.B 16 تبعت‎ read. Alon, T (wp) : يبعث‎ B 18 يظن‎ 
read. Crub.?, T (w.p.) {B} : نظن‎ read. Alon 20 Jul corr. Gutas* (τὰ μαθηματικά; cf. 
4a18, 9a16) : ele T {B}: فالتعليم‎ Crub.? : بالتعلم‎ Alon 22 ديموقريطس‎ read. Alon, T (w.p.) : 
ددموفريطس‎ B 23 تتجزأ‎ read. Alon: سحرا‎ T : سحرى‎ B 
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best, but since he is in a position [to do so as well,”°° they say] that he 
would not wish that at all since their entire substance would come to be 
eliminated as a result, given that it is from contrary things and in contrary 
things. 


(24.2) We also find among the first [things] many things attached [to 
them] by way of chance, like the changes?" we mentioned that happen 
in the earth, for neither the best was intended by these nor were they 
effected for the sake of anything, but rather they concomitantly follow 
some leading necessity.?? We find in the air their likes and others in 
other things. However, the thing that is most deserving to be thought of 
as having order is either the heavenly bodies among sensible things, or??? 
the mathematicals”!° among the rest of the things—unless these are prior 
to the former. For even if not all of these possess order, yet most of them 
do—unless one believes what Democritus used to believe about the forms 
of atoms—though this is something on which we ought to do research." 
As for what we said from the very beginning, we ought to search for 
some boundary in?!” nature and in the substance of the universe, and 
for what is for the sake of something and for the movement toward the 
best, (25) for this is the starting point of the theoretical investigation into 
the universe; and we also [ought to] investigate in which things beings 
exist and how they relate to one another. 


206 "The Arabic has, lakin id kana bihi aydan; see WKAS 1,452 for kana bihi. 

207 “The changes,’ at-tagayir, most likely translates Greek τὰς μεταβολάς so that it can 
be assumed that the text in Ψ read, τὰ περὶ τὰς τῆς γῆς λεχϑέντα μεταβολάς. See the 
discussion of this passage in Part I, Chapter 2.1, in the section on “Sub-family >”. 

208 Literally, “some necessary leader, though it is clear from the context that “leader” 
(imam) is not to be taken anthropomorphically. 

209 "The translation of a simple μέν ... δέ construction with only two items in the series 
by imma ... wa-imma is not widely attested; see GALex 1,354, 55.2. 

210 Ishaq clearly understood the structure and meaning of the sentence; accordingly, 
the manuscript reading of bi-t-ta‘allum (though unpointed in manuscript T, Jl; B 
is lacunose at this point) needs to be corrected. Crubellier effected the first correction, 
changing the initial particle from bi- to ,حمر‎ to coordinate it with fa-l-ajram in the 
preceding clause, and ta‘allum to talîm to designate mathematics. However, in other 
passages in this work (see the Glossary) Ishaq uses properly the plural form, ta'alim, to 
denote mathematics, so this correction is also necessary. 

211 Ishaq properly took this last sentence as completing the previous paragraph; see the 


commentary. 
212 « 


«κ. 22 


In,’ fi, here means, as it normally does, “in” in the sense of “with respect to,’ which 
is quite unambiguous, pace Repici 1900, 191n22. 
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[تمت مقالة ثاوفرسطس القيم بحجج ارسطوطالس فى ما بعد الطبيعة 
(ب)ترجمة إسحاق 


وكتبتها آنا يحبى بن جرير المتطبب التكريتى من نسخة سقيمة بميفرقين سنة 
ats £1)‏ الحمد 


قوبل مها من أصلها وكان سقيراً جداً] 


Colophon is (4) add. Gutas 
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[Colophon] 
Ihe treatise by Theophrastus, the advocate of Aristotle's arguments in 


metaphysics, (in) the translation by Ishaq, is finished. 


I, Yahya ibn-Jarir, the physician from Tikrit, transcribed it from a corrupt 
copy; in Mayyafariqin in the year 461. Praise be to God. 


It was collated with its exemplar, which was very corrupt. 


2A. SUPPLEMENTARY CRITICAL 
APPARATUS TO THE ARABIC TEXT 


The following apparatus contains readings in the texts edited by Margo- 
liouth and Alon that are not included in the main critical apparatus; see 
Part I, Chapter 3.4. The sigla and signs used are the same as those in the 
main apparatus. 


4a20 1.40 TB: فى الجملة‎ Marg. 21b نحن‎ TB: om. Marg. 


4b8 والاولى‎ T : واولى‎ Alon 13 GT (Bj : مع‎ Alon 22 هو‎ TB:om. Alon 


582 «JI TB: التى‎ Marg. 3 wes TB: وعنه‎ Alon: عنها‎ Marg. | الحركة الدورية‎ T B : حركة الدور‎ 
Marg. 505,5; T {B}:om. Alon | after La! add. باطلا‎ Alon 24a الاكر‎ read. Alon 25a first 
تطلب‎ T {B}: تطالب‎ Alon 

5b2 0,8 T {B} : فتكون‎ Alon 6 liT {B}: انه‎ Alon 9 واقدم‎ T (w.p.) {B} : وامدح‎ Alon 18! 
24 كانه‎ TB: ls Marg. 


6a1 La! T B: om. Alon | ai T B:om. Alon 5 ان‎ T (Bj : om. Alon | او‎ T (w.p.) : سير‎ 
او : 8 او‎ Ley Alon 14 بقائل‎ T B : لقائل‎ Marg. | ان الكلام فى هذا المعنى‎ TB: ان الكلام فى هذا الكلام فى‎ 
هذا المعنى‎ Alon 17 دفعة‎ B, T (wp.): وقعة‎ Marg. 22 غيرهما‎ T 8 : غيرها‎ Alon 





651 تناهى‎ YTB: هى‎ Alon? 4 فاما‎ Τ{Β}: واما‎ Alon 6and 19 خلاء‎ Alon instead of خلا‎ 
20 بذلك‎ T B : فذلك‎ Alon 


782 خلاء‎ Alon instead of اصغر 16 خلا‎ T {B}: احقر‎ Alon | مثلا‎ T {B} : ومثلا‎ Alon 17 للنفس‎ T 
{B}: النفس‎ Alon 205; T ]8[ : نؤد‎ Alon 


759 وهى‎ T {B}:om. Alon 20 يشهد‎ T (wp.) {B} : شهد‎ Alon 22 يرد‎ T (w.p.) {B} : یزد‎ Alon 
23 نفسه‎ T {B} : om. Alon 


8a3 ترد‎ T (wp.) {B}: 2% Alon | له‎ > (ie, (جزء له‎ T {B}: حركة‎ Alon 4 5,53 ان‎ T {B}: om. 
Alon | اتفاق‎ T (w.p.) {B}: اتقان‎ Alon 6,1 T (B): و‎ Alon 7 JUST (τελεώτατον) {B}: Jit 
Alon 144 الامور : 8 '1' الامر‎ Alon 18 عن‎ T {B}: على‎ Alon 26 وهو‎ '1' B:om. Alon 


! Frequently Alon is given to blaming the translator (Ishaq) for his own misreadings 
or misunderstandings. In this case, he misreads li-I-irtibät as li-I-awsät, and says, “The 
Arabic lil-awsat is Ishaq’s addition, which hardly makes this sentence any clearer" p. 189, 
note 41. 

? Though the translation is correct: “the infinite" 
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8854 السود‎ T 8 : الاسود‎ Marg. 9 فاما : 8 1 واما‎ Alon 11 «55 T (wp.) : وسحث‎ B : ويفحص‎ 
Alon 14 وان‎ T 8 : ان‎ Alon 

983 الاشخاص‎ TB: اشخاص‎ Marg. 21 second بالمقايسة‎ T {B} : المقايسة‎ 23 

9210 الاطراف‎ TB: الاطراق‎ Alon 13 فى : [18 '1' فى‎ Alon 25 يذكرون‎ T {B} : يذكروا‎ Alon 


10420 متحرك‎ T (w.p.) {B}: محرك‎ Alon 22 GI T {B}:om. Alon 25 (IT (w.p.), B : اين‎ Alon 
| فانا‎ T (w.p.), B: فاما‎ Alon 


iob2 عنها‎ T {B}: منها‎ Alon 125! T {B}: أن إن‎ Alon 17 4 T B: 4 Marg. 


1123 يميل‎ T (wp), B: يجعل‎ Alon 19 يسيرة‎ T (w.p.), B : يسير‎ Alon 20 وحرف : 8 1 وخروج‎ 
Alon 25 وما‎ TB: و‎ om. Marg. 


11b4 first عن‎ TB: om. Marg. 8 العلة‎ TB:om. Alon? | يقولون‎ 1 (w.p.), 8 : يقبلون‎ Alon 12 
فقد : 8 1 وقد‎ Alon 15 ولا‎ T:Bunclear: وان‎ Marg. 


1222 عند‎ T {B}: مع‎ Alon 


colophon قت‎ T {B} : om. Alon | بميفرقين‎ T (w.p.) {B}: om. Alon 


3 Alon even adds a note (135) saying that “the Arabic text omits to translate the Greek 
aitia (cause)”! 


3. THE LATIN TRANSLATION BY 
BARTHOLOMEW OF MESSINA 


INTRODUCTION 


Bartholomews Latin translation of the Essay, which survives in a single 
manuscript in Padua, Antoniana XVII 370, ff. 62'-64', was published 
in a diplomatic edition by Kley 1936, 3-13, with a slight philological 
commentary (14-28). Because of its significance for the establishment 
of the Greek text (see above, Part I, Chapter 2.4), and in order to provide 
in one volume all the evidence regarding it, I am copying it here. As a 
diplomatic edition, Kley's text reproduced exactly the wording, spelling, 
capitalization, and punctuation in the manuscript. Not having seen the 
manuscript myself, but also because of the nature of the slavishly literal 
translation, I have thought it best to print the text here as published by 
Kley except for the following features which are intended to enhance the 
usefulness of the Latin translation for the student of the Greek text of 
Theophrastus. 

I have eliminated all periods from the text which, according to Kley, 
are to be found in the manuscript, because they are randomly and erro- 
neously placed and hamper the reading of the text. I have, however, not 
introduced any punctuation or capitalization, but rather divided the text 
into my numbered aporiae ofthe original Greek and introduced Usener's 
line numbers for easy reference. Finally, Most 1988c, who collated the 
manuscript against Kley's edition, found a few mistaken transcriptions 
(p. 170n6), and I have accordingly incorporated his corrections into the 
text. None of this changes the text from being an exact copy of that in the 
manuscript. 

The Latin text presented as such here is adequate for the purpose of 
providing evidence for the establishment of the Greek text. The Latin 
translation, however, may also deserve treatment in its own right and a 
proper edition, but for this it would be necessary to consult the Padua 
manuscript, something that could not have been undertaken in the 
present work. For the same reason, it would have been incautious to 
have added a Latin and Greek glossary without having first ascertained 
the readings in the manuscript and their status in the transmission of 
the text. But given the extremely literal nature of the translation, any 
Greek-Latin or Latin-Greek correspondence can be easily identified by 
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reference to Usener's page and line numbers that I have introduced into 
the Latin text. Finally, in order to facilitate the understanding ofthe Latin 
text for our present purposes, but without any pretense to providing a 
critical apparatus, in a very light annotation I have merely registered 
some indispensable notes and corrections, some of which were made by 
Kley and Most and others by me. Matteo Di Giovanni had the kindness, 
amid a very busy personal schedule, to read through the Latin translation 
in Kley and offer some further suggestions, which I gratefully incorporate 
in the annotation (with the abbreviation MDG). 


{621} Incipit 
LIBER ARISTOTELIS DE PRINCIPIS 


translatus de greco in latinum a magistro bartholomeo de messana in 
curia illustrissimi maynfredi serenissimi regis Sicilie scientie amatoris de 
mandato suo 


(1) Quomodo determinare oportet et quibus speculationem que est de 
primis que enim utique est natura multiplex est “et ut quidam utique 
aiunt ingenita ?transmutationes habens omnimodas que autem est pri- 
morum determinata et semper secundum eadem propter quod utique 
etin intelligibilibus "non sensibilibus ipsam posuerunt sicut immobilibus 
Set intransmutabilibus et universaliter autem venerabiliorem et?maiorem 
cogitant ipsam 


(2) Utrum autem principio contactus ‘quis et ut communicatio ad se 
invicem "intelligibilibus et hiis que sunt nature aut nullus sed quemad- 
modum Putraque separata cooperantia autem quodam in omnem sub- 
stantiam rationabilius autem igitur est esse quendam 'contactum et non 
confusum universum sed ut Phec quidem priora hec vero posteriora 
et principia hec autem sub principiis sicut et sempiterna corruptibili- 
bus 


(3) "Si autem igitur ita est que est natura ipsorum et in "®quibus si qui- 
dem enim in mathematicis solum intelligibilia quemadmodum qui- 
dam aiunt neque valde bene designatus et contactus sensibilibus neque 
omnino inutilia ?'videntur ab universo ut enim excogitate ?videntur per 
nos esse figure et forme et Prationes circumponentium ipsa autem per se 
ipsa nullam ?habent naturam si autem non non sicut copulare ?eis que 
sunt nature ut fac sicut vita “et motus ipsa neque enim ipse numerus 
°quem utique primum et principalissimum quidam posuerunt 


4a 3 natura cod. (Kley) : nature legendum (φύσεως; cf. Kley p. 16 ad loc.) | 20 et cod. : est 
legendum (cf. Kley p. 16 ad loc.) 4b 3 fac cod.: facere prop. Kley, MDG 


4a 


4b 


5a 
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(4) °si autem altera quedam substantia prima et melior est "hanc temp- 
tandum dicere utrum una quedam secundum ®numerum aut secundum 
speciem aut secundum genus rationabilius “autem dicetur principii natu- 
ram habentes in paucis "esse et imparibus si non quia primis et "primo 


(5) quod autem igitur hoc et que sed plura "temptandum manifestare 
verum quodam modo Psive secundum aliam similitudinem necesse au- 
tem fortassis "potentia quadam et excellentia aliorum accipere Pquem- 
admodum utique quid divinum divinum enim omnium principium per 
quod omnia et sunt et permanent fortassis quidem igitur facile ita 
assignare difficile autem manifestius "aut credibilius 


(5.1) tali autem existente principio quum autem copulat se sensibilibus 
natura autem ut simpliciter dicere in motu et hoc est ?'ipsius proprium 
manifestum ut causam ponendum ipsum ?motus quum autem immobile 
secundum se ipsum manifestum quod non utique erit in movendo eis 
que sunt nature !causa sed alii cuidam potentie meliori ?et priori talis 
autem aut appetibilis natura ?aqua circularis continua et *irrequieta quare 
secundum illud solveretur utique non esse ?motus principio aut si motum 
movebit 


(6) usque ad hec utique ut par sermo principio "faciens unum omnium 
et actum et substantiam assignans amplius autem neque divisibile neque 
quantum ?quid dicens sed simpliciter auferens in meliorem quandam 
Pparticulam et diviniorem sic enim magis assignandum "quam divi- 
sibile et partibile auferendum simul enim in altiori et veriori ratione 
dicentibus negatio quod autem post hec !*utique ratione indiget multa 
de desiderio quale et quorum quum autem et plura circumlaria et 
!Smotus quodam modo subcontrarii et inutile "et cuius gratia inma- 
nifestum sive enim unum movens, inconveniens non omnia secun- 
dum idem sive secundum unumquodque alterum Pprincipia enim plura 
quare consonum ipsorum in appetitum euntium optimum minime 
manifestum (7) que ?'autem secundum multitidinem sperarum causa 
maiorem **querit rationem neque enim que est astrologorum 


4b11 sed cod. (Kley) : si prop. Kley | 12 post modo (sive secundum analogiam) legendum 
(εἴτε κατ᾽ ἀναλογίαν; cf. infra 9a7); cf. Kley p. 17 ad loc. 5a 3 aqua legendum; cf. infra 4 
4 solveretur cod. : solvetur prop. MDG || 15 circumlaria Kley (cod.?) : circularia legendum 
(cf. infra 5b11) | 21 multitidinem sic cod. pro multitudinem (MDG) | causa cod. (Kley) : 
cause prop. Kley 
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(8) ?dubium autem et quomodo *naturalem appetitum quandoque ha- 
bentia non quietem persequuntur ?sed motum quid igitur simul immi- 
tationi *aiunt illud similiter quicumque unum et quicumque numerum 
"dicunt et enim ipsi numeros ?*aiunt unum 


(8.1) si utique desiderium aliter et 'optimi cum anima nisi aliquis dicat 
secundum similitudinem ?et differentiam animata utique erunt que mo- 
ventur anima autem simul videtur et secundum motum inesse vita enim 
^habentibus a qua et appetitus ad unumquodque ?quemadmodum et 
animalibus quia et sensus $quamvis in patiendo {62} existens per alia 
tamen amati "fiunt si igitur circularis causa est *primum non utique 
optime erit melior enim que ?anime et prima utique et maxime que 
intellectus a quo appetitus 


(9) fortassis autem et hoc utique !!quis inquiret propter quid circularia 
solum desiderativa "eorum autem que sunt circa medium nullum quam- 
vis mobilibus existentibus Putro sicut impossibilia aut sicut non acceden- 
tia "ad primum sed hoc est inconveniens si per inbeccillitatem "fortius 
enim utique quis dignificabit homeri !6jove sicut ait 

ipsa quidem terra librabit ipsa in mari 
'8sed igitur sicut inreceptibile quid et incompositum esse 


(10) Pfortassis autem primo inquiret utique aliquis quomodo se habet 
utrum partes hec aut non partes celi et si ?'partes quomodo partes 
nunc enim remota a ?dignissimis non solum secundum regiones sed 
secundum actionem si quidem circularis huius contingit "secundum 
accidens a circulari ?circulatione et in loca et in advicem **transmutatio- 


nes 


(10.1) si autem et optimum ab "optimo melius utique aliquid de primo 
indigeat ?circumallatione non igitur prohiberetur non posse !recipere 
primum enim utique et divinissimum omnia ?optima volens forte autem 
hoc quidem ut ?transcendens quid et investigabile dignificat enim qui 
hoc *dicit omnia similia et in perfectis esse »parvam quandam aut neque 
unam habentia differentiam (11) hoc autem dubitabit utique aliquis 
fortassis apud ipsum primum "celum referens utrum circulatio substantie 


5b 6a(ni)mati legendum; cf. supra 5b2 animata (ἔμψυχ᾽) | 14 inbecillitatem MDG 6a 3 
(in)investigabile legendum (ἀζήτητον) || 5 hoc cod. : hic in marg. (Kley) 


sb 


6a 


6b 
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Best ipsius et simul in quiescendo corumpetur ?aut si desiderio quodam 
et appetitu secundum accidens !°si non igitur conatum ipsi appetere "et 
nichil prohibet talia quedam entium existere (12) "forte autem utique 
erit et auferentem appetitum de ipso motu dubitare si ablata corumpet 
utique celum 


(13) et hoc quidem sicut ab aliis rationibus assignare de hac aut ab hiis 
léprincipiis dignificabit utique aliquis fortassis autem et ab "aliis utrum 
utique aliquis ponit que consequuntur confestim assignare ‘Set non usque 
hoc adveniens pausare hoc enim perfecti et sapientis quod architas 
?'3liquando ait amplum disponentem quosdam numeros ?!dicere enim 
sicut hic quidem hominis numerus hic autem equi hic vero alius cuius- 
dam existit nunc autem multi usque ad aliquid venientes quiescunt 
"quemadmodum et qui unum et indefinitam **dualitatem facientes 
numeros enim generantes set superficiem et corpora fere alia ?’praeter- 
mittunt nisi quantum tangentes et tantum ?5solum manifestantes quum 
hec quidem ab indefinita !dualitate ut locus et ricuum et infinitum ?hoc 
autem a numeris et uno ut anima et alia quedam tempus autem simul et 
celum et ‘alia quedam plura de celo autem et reliquis neque unam uti- 
que faciunt mentionem similiter autem neque °circa peusippum neque 
aliorum nullus nisi "xenocrates iste enim omnimode circumponit *circa 
mundum similiter sensibilia et intelligibilia et “mathematica et adhuc 
utique divina temptat autem et est quod usque ad aliquid non sicut 
dictum est de primis solum plato quidem igitur in reducendo ad 
principia "deinde secundum "generationem usque ad dicta hii autem 
léprincipiorum solum quidam autem et veritatem in "hiis entia enim 
solum circa principia accidit ‘autem e contrario quam in aliis metho- 
dis Pin illis enim que sunt post principia fortiora "sciens forte autem 
et ?'rationabiliter ubi quidem enim principiorum in "reliquis autem a 
principiis questio 


(14) ?quomodo autem quandoque congruit et qualia principia supponi 
"fortassis utique dubitabit aliquis utrum informia "εἴ ut potentiales que- 
madmodum quicumque ignem et terram aut formata ut maxime con- 
venienter hec "terminari sicut in timeo ait **honoratissumis namque 


8 corrumpetur (MDG) | 10 connatum (MDG) || 27 tantum cod. (Most) : tant (Kley) 6b 
6 peusippum cod. (Kley) : Speusippum legendum (cf. infra 11a23) | numerus post aliorum 
expunctum in cod. (Kley) | 12-14 post principia lac. (e homoeoteleuton) ind. Kley | 28 
honoratissumis cod. (Most) : honoratissimis corr. Kley (cf. 11412) 


THE LATIN TRANSLATION BY BARTHOLOMEW OF MESSINA 237 


valde propria ordinatio et terminari !videtur autem et in reliquis fere 
habere ita quemadmodum gramatica et musica et ?mathematicis con- 
sequitur autem et que post principia amplius autem et secundum artes 
similiter que quidem naturam imitantur et instrumenta et alia secun- 
dum principia hii quidem omnia formata "hii vero solum materialia hii 
autem utraque *formata et que materie sicut in utrisque ?perfectum ut 
enim ex oppositis universam substantiam 


(14.1) irrationale illis videbitur utique ''si quidem totum celum et singule 
partium "omnes {631} in ordinatione et ratione et formis et potentiis et 
periodis in principiis autem nichil tale sed quemadmodum caro si con- 
fusorum Ppulcherimus ait heraclitus mundus et secundum minimum 
autem ut dicere accipiunt similiter "in animamatis et animatis determi- 
nate singulorum "nature ut dicere quamvis a casu factorum principia 
autem indefinita esse 


(14.2) difficile autem iterum hoc rationes singulis circumponi lad 
propter aliquid congregantes in omnibus et in "animalibus et plantis et 
in ipsa ampulla nisi secundum accidens aliorum ordinatione et trans- 
mutatione formas 'omnimodas et varietate fieri eorum que sunt circa 
"aerem et terram quorum utique maximum quidam exemplum ?faciunt 
que circa tempora causas *in quibus et in animalium et plantarum et fruc- 
tuum ?generationes ut generante sole 


(15) et hec $quidem hic ibi inquirunt considerationem determinationem 
7expetentia usque quo ordinatum et propter *quid plus impossibile si 
ad peius transitio (16) ?in principiis autem unde utique et prima ratio 
convenienter utique quis et quod est de quiete dubitabit "si quidem 
enim ut melius reducet utique "principiis si autem ut otium et privatio 
motus "non reducet sed si quidem actionem transmutandi '‘sicut prio- 
rem et honorabiliorem motum autem Pin sensibilibus quum propter hoc 
léquiescere sicut impossibile semper movens esse non enim utique erit 
primum periculum non Pin speciem rationis et aliter non fide dignum 
sed maiorem causam querit 


7a 16 secundum cod. (Most) : secundam (Kley) | 17 animamatis cod. (Most) : aniamatis 
(Kley) : inanimatis legendum (ἀψύχοις; cf. 10622) 7b 1 fort. varietate(s) legendum 
(ποικιλίας) | 8 tus (tus Most : ctus Kley) post peius expunctum in cod. (Kley) 


7a 


7b 


8a 


8b 
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(16.1) videtur autem et sensus quodammodo *°consonare sicut contin- 
gens non oportet movens ?'alterum esse et quod movet propter agere et 
pati amplius autem si quis agit ad ipsum "intellectum et deum 


(16.2) inconveniens autem et alterum dictum laut non mictantur adpe- 
tentia quiescentem si enim ipsis entibus consequetur aliorum ?verum 
fortassis non similiter sicut impartibile ‘agentes sed quomodo quum 
maxime consonum ipsi?et dependens sicut multum ut animal aut aliquid 
Saliud partibilium aut et totum celum quod utique "aiunt esse perfectis- 
simum 


(17) *querunt autem quedam et huius rationem quomodo ?quandoque 
eorum que sunt partitio in materiam et formam utrum sicut ens poten- 
tia autem unum et ductum in actionem aut ens quidem "indefinitum 
autem quemadmodum in artibus generatio autem substantia autem 
ipsorum in formando secundum rationes sed ita autem in melius qui- 
dem "forte utique transitio erit esse autem nichil 'éminus verum exi- 
stit secundum se ipsum non enim utique "neque fieret non existente 
sed neque hoc neque quantum sicut indefinitum speciebus potentiam 
autem quandam habens universaliter autem secundum rationem sum- 
endum ad artes et si qua alia similitudo 


(18) *!videbitur autem et hoc habere dubitationem nisi quia otiositas 
inquirere quia utique natura et tota substantia universi in contrariis est 
Met fere eque participat peius meliori magis autem et multo magis est 
quod videtur et *°euripedes universaliter dicere quod 

non utique fieret "seorsum bona 
talis autem sermo prope linquirere est quod non omnia bona neque 
omnia similia et quod de omnibus esse dicimus nichil?simile ad invicem 
quemadmodum alba et ‘nigra in se ipsis 


(18.1) amplius autem quod videbitur inopinalius ?sicut non possibile ens 
absque contrariis 


7b20 20 oportet cod. (Most) : omne (Kley) 8a 1 aut cod. (Kley) : ut legendum (ὡς) | 
mictantur cod. (Kley) : imitantur legendum (μιμοῦνται) | 5 ut Kley (cod.?) : aut legendum 
| 10 τὸ δὲ μὴ öv om. Lat. e homoeotel. 8b 4 quod] d expunctum in cod. (Most) 
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(18.2) qui autem pluri inopinabili utentes et "non ens non autem fac- 
tum neque futurum connumerant ?in universi naturam sed hec qui- 
dem ut ?suprascendens aliqua sapientia ens autem quum multipliciter 
manifestum sensus enim et differentias "considerat et causas querit 
forte autem verius Pdicere sicut suprascendit intellectui hec quidem 
Psimpliciter querens hec autem dubitationem operans !*per quam quam- 
vis non possit procedere tamen apparet quedam lux in non luce queren- 
tibus !in plus scire quum non absque differentia "aliqua sive enim alia 
ad invicem differentia aliqua in hiis que sunt pluribus entibus eis que 
sunt sub Puniversali differre necesse et hec sive "genera universalia sive 
species 


(18.3) fere autem et omnis scientia ?'propriorum substantia enim et quod 
quid erat esse unumquodque proprium que videntur secundum sit si 
quid de "aliquo 


(18.4) universaliter autem quod in pluribus idem simul videre ?scientie 
aut comuni et secundum quod dicitur faut propria unumquodque quo- 
dam modo singulis ut numeris lineis "animalibus plantis finis autem ex 
utrisque sunt autem !quedam eorum quidem que sunt universalia finis 
in hoc enim ?causa quod autem est in parte secundum quecumque divi- 
οἷο ĉin athoma quemadmodum in practicis et factis “sic enim ipsorum 
actio idem autem scimus ?et substantia et numero et specie et genere 
Set proportione et si quum circa hec (63"] divisione "plurimum autem 
quod secundum anologiam sicut distantia 5plurimum hec quidem per 
nos ipsos hec autem ?per subiectum hec vero per utraque 


(19) multipliciter autem existente scire quomodo singula ''persequen- 
dum principium autem et maximum proprius modus sicut prima et 
intelligibilia et mobilia Pet secundum naturam ipsorum horum que 
in principio ^et consequentia usque ad animalia et plantas et ultima 
Pinanimamata est enim aliquid secundum unumquodque genus !°pro- 
prium quemadmodum in mathematicis habent "autem et ipse discipline 
differentiam unius generis quodam modo entes divisum est autem suf- 


7 connumerant cod. (Most) : conumerant (Kley) | o multipliciter cod. (Most) : muti- (Kley) 
| 23 post secundum lac. ind. Kley | 25 communi (MDG) 9a 7 anologiam cod. (Most) 
: analogiam corr. Kley | 15 inanimamata cod. (Most) : inaniamata (Kley) : inanimata 
legendum (v. supra ad 7a17) 


9a 


9b 


10a 
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ficienter si autem et quedam “nota in existendo ignota quemadmodum 
quidam aiunt P proprius utique modus erit divisione autem quadam indi- 
gent ?'fortassis autem in quibus contingit secundum anologiam proprius 
2 dicere aut ipso ignoto sicut si quis invisibili visibile 

(20b) ?*difficilius autem utique videbitur non enim possibile univer- 
sale in multipliciter dictis Pet comune quid accipere (20c1) !*aut et hoc 
*dubium aut non facile dicere usque quo et quorum querendum cau- 
sas similiter in sensibilibus “et intelligibilibus via enim in infinitum in 
utrisque aliena et interimens sapere °principium autem quodam modo 
utrumque fortassis autem hec quidem nobis "hec autem simpliciter aut 
hic quidem finis hec vero nostrum quoddam 8principio usque ad ali- 
quid quidem igitur possumus per causas ?considerare principia a sen- 
sibus accipientes "quando autem ad ipsa extrema et prima transcendi- 
mus "non amplius possumus sive propter id quod non habemus causas 
aut propter nostram imbecillitatem quemadmodum Pad lucidissima 
videre fortassis autem illud "verius sicut ipso intellectu consideratio 
habenti et ut tangenti propter quod non "est fallatia circa ipsa (20c2) 
difficilis autem et in hoc "ipsum et intellectus et fides quum aut et ali- 
ter magnum ‘et ad secundum singula negotia necessarium Pet maxime 
maxima in quodam faciendum ? "diffinitionem ut de natura et circa adhuc 
"priora qui enim omnium querentes rationem interimunt "rationem 
simul autem et scire magis autem ?verius dicere quum querunt quorum 
non est "neque aptum natum est quicumque celum perpetuum arbitran- 
tur ”amplius autem que secundum motus et **magnitudines et figuras 
et distantias et "quecumque alia astrologia demonstrant hec reliquerunt 
‘prima autem moventia et cuius causa dicere ?et que est natura uniu- 
scuiusque et que ?ad animalia et planta 


(21) astrologia quidem igitur °cooperatur quidem non in primis nature 
"altera principalissima utique *et modus ut opinantur quidam non fisi- 
cus aut ?non omnis et etiam moveri et universaliter nature proprium 
et maxime celi propter quod et !!actio uniuscuiusque "quando agit et 
movetur quemadmodum in Panimalibus et plantis si autem non equi- 


19 nota in cod. (Most) : notam (Kley) || 21 anologiam cod. (Most) : analogiam corr. Kley || 
23 invi post quis expunctum in cod. (Most) | 23-26 πόσοι ... ἐπίστασϑαι om. Lat. gb 16 
fallatia cod. (Most) : fallacia (Kley) | 27 demonstrat (MDG) 10a 2-5 post et que (πρὸς 
ἄλληλα ... μερῶν) lac. (e homoeoteleuton) ind. Kley | 7-8 post utique (εἴη ... δὴ) lac. (e 
homoeoteleuton) indicavi | 11 τῆς οὐσίας om. Lat. | καὶ τὸ xa? ἕκαστον om. Lat. 
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voca manifestum quum !*quamvis celum in circulatione secundum sub- 
stantiam Perit separatum autem et quiescens equivocum ut !°enim anima 
quedam circulatio universi utrum sive "nichil animalibus vitam utique 
querendum neque in celo et celestibus motum !?aut secundum aliquem 
modum diffinitum copulat autem quodam modo que est nunc dubita- 
tio dubitationem et ad *!motum ab immobili 


(22) de omnibus autem propter aliquid et nichil frustra sed ut deter- 
minatio non facilis quemadmodum ?*multociens dicitur Unde autem 
incipere congruit et in qualia finire et iam quedam in eo quod non 
videntur habere ita sed hec quidem contingenter hec vero neccessitate 
??quadam sicut in celestibus et in hiis que sunt ?*circa terram pluribus 


(22.1) cuius autem causa egressus !sursum discutiones maris aut cuius 
inundationes aut desiccationes et humiditates ?et universaliter ad aliud 
transmutationes et ^corruptiones generationes aut quidem in ipsa terra 
alterationes "οἱ transmutationes fiunt ad aliud °transmutatis et alia non 
pauca similia "hiis 


(22.2) amplius autem in ipsis animalibus hec quidem ut ?frustra sicut 
maribus mamme et ?feminis emissio si quidem non conferunt Vet gene- 
rativus quibusdam aut omnino pilorum ortus in "aliquibus locis amplius 
autem cornuum magnitudines sicut cervus Pet per unum diem vivere et 
alia non pauca accipiet quis utique talia et maximum utique et maxime 
yidetur circa alimenta et generationes "animalium nullius enim hec 
causa sed sinthomata Pet per alias neccessitates oportebat enim si horum 
gratia semper secundum hec et similiter 


(22.3) amplius autem in ?!plantis et maxime inanimatis determinatam 
quandam "habentes naturam sicut videntur in formis et speciebus et 
potentiis cuius causa {64} hec queret *4utique (23) ipsum enim hoc 
indubitabile non habere ?rationem et hec in aliis non facientibus et 
honorabilioribus quam videtur ratio habere aliquid credibile ut quia 
acasu hec et ?*circulatione totius accipit aliquas ydeas aut ad invicem 
!differentias 


10b 2 humiditates cod. (Most) : humoritates (Kley) | 12-15 τοῖσδε ... ὀχεύει non vert. 
Lat.; cf. Kley p. 26 ad loc. 


10b 


11a 


11b 
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(24) si autem non hoc causa huius et ?in optimum sumendum quorun- 
dam terminos et non in ?omnibus simpliciter ponendi quum et huius 
habent ‘aliquam dibietatem et universaliter dicta singulariter ?universa- 
liter quidem quia natura in omnibus appetit optimum et in quibus con- 
tingit "tradere id quod semper et ordinatum ut ®hoc autem et in anima- 
libus similiter ubi enim possibile est ?nedius hic nequaquam deficit ut 
Vanterius guttur ysofago honorabilius autem et in medio ventre cordis 
?complexionem optimam quum medium honoratissimum similiter 
autem et quecumque ornatus gratia si enim !*appatitus ita sed illud autem 
manifestat propter hoc quia multum quod non obedit neque recipiens 
bene ‘autem multo magis paucum autem quid animatum "infinitum 
autem inanimatum et ipsorum animatorum modicum et melius esse 
universaliter autem rarum aliquod et in paucis bonum multa autem 
multitudo est malum non autem infinitas solum et sicut 7!materie spe- 
cie sicut nature indisciplinate si enim et de universa substantia dicentes 
sicut speusippus rarum quid honoratum **facit quod circa medii regio- 
nem extrema autem ?et utrinque que quidem igitur entia bene existunt 
entia 


(24.1) "plato vero et pithagorii longinquam !distantiam inmutari autem 
volunt omnia ?et quemadmodum compositionem quandam faciunt in- 
definite ?dualitatis et unius in quo et infinitum *et inordinatum et omnis 
ut dicere informitas secundum “se ipsam universaliter autem non est 
possibile absque hac totius Ónaturam sed ut eque participare aut et super 
excellere "alteram aut et principia contraria propter quod et neque deum 
quicumque deo causam attribuunt posse ?omnes in optimum ducere 
sed in "quantum contingit forte autem neque utique eliget si quidem 
linterimi contingit universam substantiam ex contrariis "autem et in 
contrariis existentem 


(24.2) videtur autem Pet in primis visa multa et ut "contingit ut que circa 
terram dicta secundum transmutationes Pneque enim optimum neque 
cuius gratia sed si necessitatem quandam consequi multa autem "et in 
aere huius et in aliis maxime autem Pvidebitur habere ordinationem sen- 
sibilium quidem Pcelestia aliorum autem nisi et priora mathematicis 
si enim et non omne sed ?!in hiis plus ordinatum nisi si quis huius 


11a 4 dubietatem (MDG) || 14 appatitus (Kley) : appetitus legendum (cf. supra 559) | 21 
indisciplinate cod. (Most) : indissi- (Kley) 11b 1 inmutari cod. (Kley) : imitari prop. Kley 
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2accipiat formas quales democritus supponit atomorum sed de hiis 
*4nerscruptandum temptandum quod in principium dictum quendam 
®accipere terminum et in natura et in *universisubstantia et huius causa 


et in "melius motus (25) hoc enim principio 'universi considerationis in 12a 
quibus entia et quomodo se ?habent ad invicem 


Explicit 


24 perscrutandum (MDG) | 27 principio] o exstinctum in cod. (Kley). 


PART III 


COMMENTARY 


Introduction 


The commentary is structured by the Aporiae. Each Aporia is introduced 
by its extent, given in the page, column, and line numbers of Usener, 
followed in parentheses by the Greek word or words which identify the 
question asked in the Aporia, separating it from the rest (see Part I, Chap- 
ter 1.4 and notes 62-64). Then follows a paraphrase of the Aporia and 
the succeeding Diaporiae (if there are any) in italics, with my additional 
explanatory remarks in parentheses. Whenever not immediately appar- 
ent from the paraphrase, the structure and argument of each Aporia and 
the succeeding Diaporiae are then analyzed in Roman type, followed by 
pertinent bibliographical references. Comments on the individual words, 
phrases, and sentences in the body of the Aporia and the Diaporiae are 
then introduced by the line number in which they occur. 

The philosophical context in which On First Principles was written 
and to which it refers is crucial to its understanding. To that end, but 
also to avoid prolixity and repetition here, the Loci Paralleli have been 
provided as a study aid in the upper apparatus of the Greek text. Although 
typographically distinct, they nevertheless constitute an integral part of 
the Commentary and should be consulted in all cases. 

There are several general presentations of the Essay, mostly of an 
expository nature with different degrees of bibliographical documen- 
tation: Brandis 1860, 325-343; Usener 1861; Zeller 1879, IL2, 821- 
829 (English translation pp. 364-372); Regenbogen 1940, 1389-1395; 
Wehrli/ Wöhrle/Zhmud 2004, 518-519, 541-544. Others offer and de- 
fend a particular perspective on the entire Essay, ranging from one of 
adherence to or criticism of views in the Old Academy to adherence to 
or criticism of Aristotelian positions. These should be consulted through- 
out and they can be listed more profitably here than referred to repeat- 
edly under specific passages in the commentary below: Festugiere 1937, 
Theiler 1958, Skemp 1969, D. Frede 1971, Krämer 1973, van Raalte 
1988, Battegazzore 1989, Botter 1999, Rudolph 2000, Berti 2002, Dillon 
2002. 


Title. See Part I, Chapter 1.2. 
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4a2—9 (πῶς καὶ ποίοις): How and with what sort of objects are the bound- 
aries of the study of first things to be marked? (i.e., marked off from the 
study of nature)? 


The opening paragraph, containing an aporia as a direct question and 
followed by a brief diaporia, is crucial for an understanding not only of 
the starting point of Theophrastuss argument and the course he is about 
to follow, but also of his aim and approach in the entire Essay. The force 
of his argument, made apparent through his use of the particles that bind 
it together (see the commentary below on γὰρ δή at 443 and on διὸ δὴ 
καί at 4a6), can be paraphrased as follows. 


Diaporia 1. The subject of the Essay is to mark the boundaries of the study 
of the first things, i.e., to identify the objects involved in such a study. 
If someone objects and says, Is it possible to do so, because, in the case 
of natural science, the objects of study are so many as to be practically 
innumerable, the answer is, Yes; although the study of nature is clearly 
more diverse given its incessant variability, the study of the first things is 
nevertheless bounded and always the same, and thus it should be possible 
to enumerate with precision its objects. Having said this, however, the fact 
is that some philosophers have gone to the other extreme and said that the 
study of first things is concerned only with intelligibles (because they are 
immutable), disregarding the objects of sense. 


In this manner the opening paragraph directly addresses the question 
of the identification and classification of the sciences, and in particular 
the science that was later to be called metaphysics. The statement of the 
aporia here should be seen in dialectical relationship to the numerous 
efforts by Aristotle to tackle the same problem in the various books of 
what was to become his Metaphysics. Of the major discussions on this 
subject attempted by Aristotle in that work, i.e., in books A 1-2, 1' 1- 
3, E 1, K 7, and A 8, the statement by Theophrastus in this opening 
paragraph is closer to the tentative remarks of Aristotle in A 1-2 and 
A 8 than to the more developed theories in E 1 and K 7 (pace Zeller 
1877, 146-147); besides, in the latter two sections, Aristotle talks about 
theology or first philosophy as treating being qua being, while in A 1-2 
and A 8, just as in the entire Essay by Theophrastus, there is no mention 
of this subject. What Aristotle says in book A 1-2, that what is called 
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“wisdom” (ooqío) is to be identified as the science which investigates the 
first principles and causes (see the Loci Paralleli), actually either echoes 
or gives occasion to the title of Theophrastus’s Essay. In A 8, 1073b1-8, 
Aristotle talks in tentative terms of two of the three theoretical sciences, 
with metaphysics, which as yet has no specific name but is simply called 
φιλοσοφία, being superior to mathematics, whose astronomical part, 
nevertheless, is “most akin" (οἰκειοτάτη) to "philosophy?! Theophrastus 
directly reacts to these formulations both in Aporiae 7 and 21 of this 
Essay, where he disputes the value of astronomy for the study of first 
principles (see the commentary on these Aporiae below), and also in 
this opening paragraph, where he silently disavows the appellation of 
metaphysics as "philosophy" and calls it descriptively "the study of the 
first things.” In the rest of the Essay he tries so to identify the objects of 
this science and the ways to study it as to include in them an account of 
the connection existing between the first things and the sensible world. 
And this is the major theme which, as noted by Theiler and Laks & Most, 
runs through the entire Essay.” 

This analysis has implications for the dating both of Theophrastus 
Essay and of the books of Aristotles Metaphysics. The direct verbal and 
contextual congruence between A 8 and this Essay make it certain be- 
yond a reasonable doubt that the former antedates the latter; and since it 
is now equally clear that Theophrastus's Essay is early and can be dated 
with certainty in the period between the residence of the philosophers in 
Assos and the very beginning of Aristotles return to Athens, i.e., in 347- 
335 (above, Part I, Chapter 1.1), the perennial question of whether A 8 
was composed after the rest of Lambda should be settled definitively in 
the negative. As for Theophrastus, it appears that his Essay is situated in 
the initial stages of Aristotle's metaphysical speculations and was com- 
posed precisely in order to raise aporiae on the subject of first princi- 
ples as was discussed in the Academy and in Aristotle's early metaphys- 
ical work, including Metaphysics Lambda. Theophrastus never revisited 
the subject of metaphysics in his writings, as far as we know; in the col- 
lection of his fragments in FHS&G, no titles other than this Essay are 
listed as belonging to obviously metaphysical works (fr. 246), and no frag- 
ments are cited from any reliable source as belonging to a metaphysical 


1 Cf. the discussion on this passage in Reale 1980, 297 and 371-372, and Devereux 
1988, 173. 

? “1, Leitmotiv; Theiler 1958, 102/292; "Le postulat fondamental de la « continuité » 
qui traverse le traité comme un fil rouge;" Laks & Most p. xxv. 
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treatise (frs. 247-250). But even so, if his aporiae in this remarkable Essay 
were instrumental in the elaboration of Aristotle's mature metaphysical 
theories, then his contribution to the discipline at its very inception was 
momentous. 


2 ποίοις] Theophrastus here asks about the method (πῶς) to be followed 
in marking the boundaries of the study of the first things, and the sort 
of things (ποίοις) with which this study can be delimited or identified, 
i.e., of which things it will consist. The following sentence is intended by 
Theophrastus to explain the question in the first (see the second com- 
ment after next). By asking about the method of metaphysical study, 
Theophrastus wishes to indicate that it is different from that followed in 
the study of nature and how it is different, and by asking about the sorts of 
things involved in this investigation, he wishes to identify the objects of 
study marking its boundaries. Both of these questions are fully discussed 
in the body of the treatise (principally at 9a10ff., and 4217 ff., respec- 
tively). Ποίοις, therefore, rather than having the more general sense of 
"characteristics" (Ross, Tricot, Reale, van Raalte), is a specific reference to 
the objects of metaphysical study (cf. Laks & Most and Henrich, though 
strangely Henrich 80 understands ποίοις to depend not on the obvious 
ἀφορίσαι, but on a presumed or understood ϑεῖναι or εἶναι). 


4a2 ὑπέρ] The use of ὑπέρ instead of περί here would appear to be 
determined by stylistic considerations (Einarson and Link 1976, pp. xliii- 
xlvi); otherwise they are synonymous. See further van Raalte 71. 


4a3 θεωρία] For the various senses of this word in Theophrastuss time 
see van Raalte 71-73; here it means study in the basic sense of application 
of the mind to a subject. In this treatise, Theophrastus never names 
these two kinds of study under discussion here, i.e., metaphysics and 
physics, other than to call them “the study of the first things" (ἡ τῶν 
πρώτων ϑεωρία 443, ἣ τῶν ἀρχῶν ζήτησις 6b21-22) and “the study 
of nature" (N τῆς φύσεως θεωρία 443) respectively; at most he refers 
to the way of studying the latter as φυσικὸς τρόπος (1088). As Reale 
1964, 30, suggests, this would indicate on the one hand that Aristotle at 
the time of the composition of Theophrastus’s Essay had a fluctuating 
terminology (“terminologia fluttuante”) to designate metaphysics, and 
on the other that the early Peripatos had not yet developed a fixed 
expression ("espressione fissa") for this study. See further the comment 
on Aporia 1 above and Chapter 1.1 on the date of this treatise. 
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4a3 γὰρ δή] This particle combination, coming as it does after a question, 
implies the following. Upon hearing Theophrastuss initial question, and 
especially the question about identifying precisely the sort of things 
(ποίοις) which would be included in the study of the first things and thus 
delimit it, one may reasonably object whether it is at all possible to do it, 
given that it is difficult to do the same in the study of nature because 
of its diversity. Theophrastus forestalls this objection by providing the 
answer, which is introduced by γὰρ δή: “Yes (assentient γάρ: Denniston 
244), surely (δή) the study of nature is more diverse—some even say it is 
more disorderly because of its variability—but the study of the first things 
is bounded and hence, the implication is, it should be possible to mark 
its boundaries accurately, or at least discuss the problems relating to this 
project, which is what this treatise will discuss.” The presence of ὡρισμένη 
at 4a6 makes this reading recommended. Theophrastus starts his whole 
argument from the fact that the study of the first things is bounded, and 
then asks how these boundaries are to be marked, though rhetorically the 
question comes first; the contrast with the study of nature both highlights 
the feasibility of Theophrastuss project and helps introduce into the 
discussion the sensibles and their incorporation in such a study for the 
further development of the argument. 


4a4 τινές φασιν ἀτακτοτέρα] The reference is certainly to Platonists, 
but also in all likelihood to Aristotle. The question has been raised as 
to whether Aristotle would have thought of the study of nature as “lack- 
ing in order” (ἄτακτος). Commentators (except van Raalte) think not, 
some of whom have cited passages from the treatises in which Aristo- 
tle says that nature means order, not the lack of it, as in the following: 
ἡ γὰρ φύσις αἰτία πᾶσιν τάξεως (Physics 252211-12, cited by Henrich 
21), to which one could also add, ἔτι τὸ ἀτάκτως οὐϑέν ἐστιν ἕτερον 
ἢ τὸ παρὰ φύσιν: ἡ γὰρ τάξις ἡ οἰκεία τῶν αἰσθητῶν φύσις ἐστίν (De 
caelo 301a4-6). However, two things are overlooked when this claim is 
made. First, in these passages Aristotle is talking about sensible objects 
and not the study of them, which is what Theophrastus is talking about, 
and second, Theophrastus does not say that the study of nature is lacking 
in order absolutely but that it is more lacking in order than the study of 
the first things; he uses the comparative degree (cf. van Raalte 77). Now 
if we look at Aristotle we find that he makes a similar distinction in the 
amount of order inherent in things: at the beginning of Meteorology he 
says that the object of this study (μέθοδος) is “those things that happen 
according to nature, certainly, but [according to a nature that is] more 
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lacking in order than that of the first element of bodies (i.e., the ether)” 
(ταῦτα & ἐστὶν ὅσα συμβαίνει κατὰ φύσιν μέν, ἀτακτοτέραν μέντοι τῆς 
τοῦ πρώτου στοιχείου τῶν σωμάτων, 338b20-21).? Thus it is clear that 
although Aristotle does indeed maintain that nature is the principle of 
order in sensible things, he nevertheless admits different levels or degrees 
of order exhibited by various parts of nature; in this case, sublunar ele- 
ments exhibit less order than ether. If then, on the principle that a study is 
as ordered as its objects, we are allowed to extrapolate from this, it stands 
to reason that the study of the most ordered things—the first things— 
would be invariable and immobile, while that of the less ordered things— 
the things of nature, composed of the four elements more lacking in 
order—would have “all sorts of changes,” and that this is the clear implica- 
tion of Aristotle's words in the beginning of the Meteorology. It thus seems 
more than likely that Theophrastus is referring to this very passage in his 
opening sentence, or at least to an earlier formulation of it, something 
which also has implications for the date of this Essay (see Chapter 1.1). 
Besides, in all extant Greek literature up to and including Theophrastus, 
the comparative ἀτακτότερος is used only 11 times, five of which are in 
Thucydides and hence irrelevant for our purposes, four in Aristotle and 
two in Theophrastus. Of the uses in Aristotle, only the one just quoted 
from the Meteorology is contextually relevant to what Theophrastus is 
talking about. Naturally it is possible that Theophrastus may have had in 
mind either works that have not survived or even oral statements by Aris- 
totle to this effect. But the very close relation his opening paragraph bears 
to the introduction of Aristotle’s Meteorology can hardly be accidental. 


4a5 μεταβολὰς ἔχουσα παντοίας] This clause of the circumstantial par- 
ticiple, by its position, explains either both comparatives (πολυχουσ- 
τέρα, ἀτακτοτέρα) or the one it immediately follows; no reason is given 
by those who maintain that it explains only πολυχουστέρα (Laks & Most 
25, Henrich 81). I believe it rather explains ἀτακτοτέρα because of the 
parallelism in the structure of this sentence: Theophrastus first presents 
his own views about the study of nature and of first things, and then the 
views of the other philosophers, followed by the reasons for which they 
say what they do. In tabular form: 


3 Vallance 1988, 27 and note 8, already suggested that this passage in Aristotle may 
be referred to by the word ἀτακτοτέρα here, though he understood the adjective in the 
Essay to apply to “the works of nature” and not to the study of nature, as Theophrastus 
says. 
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subject Theophrastus others reasons given by the others 

ἡ θεωρία πολυχουστέρα ἀτακτοτέρα μεταβολὰς ἔχουσα παντοίας 
τῆς φύσεως 

ἡ ϑεωρία ὡρισμένη xoi same as Th. ἐν ἀχινήτοις καὶ ἀμεταβλήτοις 


τῶν πρώτων ἀεὶ κατὰ ταὐτά 


436 ἀεὶ κατὰ ταὐτά, sc., ἔχει or ἐστί, which is the usual turn of phrase 
(see the examples from Plato and Aristotle in van Raalte 79-80 and 
Laks & Most 26). The bare use of this expression, without any other 
qualification or specification, “[being] always the same” refers to the 
study of first things (as does the preceding and exactly parallel epithet, 
ὡρισμένη), not to its objects, as Reale (1980) 392 translates (“identical 
in its subject matter”) and as van Raalte 81 and Laks & Most 26 are also 
willing to entertain; it is especially not the case that “there is possibly 
some confusion between natural science and its subject-matter” (Ross 
41). That the objects are also unchangeable, which is not Theophrastus’ 
concern here, is implied not by the syntax of the passage but conceptually. 
In this opening paragraph it is assumed rather than argued for that the 
study of the first things is well defined and circumscribed, never varying 
in what it does, while the study of nature is constantly changing and open 
ended. That this is due to their respective objects (the invariable first 
things versus the infinite variability of nature) is beyond any doubt but— 
and this is important because frequently misunderstood— it is left unsaid, 
because uncontested: it was a philosophical commonplace in all schools 
of the time, and Theophrastus is not interested either in mentioning it or 
discussing it. As Laks & Most 25-26n5 note, both Plato and Aristotle, and 
hence their followers, held that theoretical propositions on eternal things 
were themselves eternal and unchanging, just as the opposite was true 
for variable and corruptible things. A statement such as the following by 
Aristotle, De anima 430a4-5, ἣ γὰρ ἐπιστήμη ἡ ϑεωρητικὴ καὶ τὸ οὕτως 
ἐπιστητὸν τὸ αὐτό ἐστιν is echoed by Theophrastus himself, 1j ἐπιστήμη 
ἡ ϑεωρητικὴ ταὐτὸ τοῖς πράγμασιν (fr. 319.7 FHS&G). 


436 διὸ δὴ καί] The particles here appear to express some disapproval or 
disagreement on the part of Theophrastus. The two clauses, “they place 
... and consider" (τιθέασιν ... νομίζουσιν) introduced by διὸ δὴ καί add 
"Theophrastus report about what the philosophers he is referring to infer 
from the invariable nature of the study of first things and do not consti- 
tute his own inference and argumentation. The emphasis of this clause 
seems to be that these philosophers put the study of the first things to 
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be exclusively in the realm of (ἐν, see the next comment) the intelligi- 
bles to the exclusion of the sensibles, because otherwise the argumenta- 
tion would have been inverse, a good case of hysteron proteron (as Hen- 
rich 195 mistakenly claims for Theophrastus: "Theophrast argumentiert 
umgekehrt"). In other words: if the διὸ δή clause is read as the conclu- 
sion by these other philosophers from the premise that the study of the 
first things is invariable, then it would have been an inverse argument 
because the study of the first things is not regarded as being about intelli- 
gibles because it, the study itself, is always the same and unchanging, but 
the other way round: the study is well-defined or bounded because it is 
about unchanging intelligibles. So since clearly no one made this inverse 
argument, Theophrastus could not be reporting about it in this sentence, 
and hence his emphasis is as I stated above. This is further indicated by his 
explicit mention of the sensibles in this sentence, where he says, διό δὴ 
καὶ EV νοητοῖς, οὐκ αἰσϑητοῖς, αὐτὴν (sc. τὴν ϑεωρίαν) τιϑέασιν (447). 
Had the point of the sentence been the inverse argument I mentioned 
above, namely, that because the study of the first things is invariable it is 
about intelligibles, Theophrastus should have just said, διὸ δὴ καὶ ἐν von- 
τοῖς αὐτὴν τιϑέασιν. The emphatic mention of the sensibles in the sen- 
tence implies that the placement of the study of the first things among the 
intelligibles only and not also among the sensibles is somehow surpris- 
ing and contrary to what Theophrastus would have wished or expected. 
The particle ön here, in the causal clause, adds a tone of surprise or disap- 
proval (Denniston 231). Finally, what demonstrates that this is indeed the 
course of Theophrastuss argument, that he disapproves of those philoso- 
phers who merely look at intelligibles because he feels that the study of 
the first things should also consider the sensibles, is that the intelligibles 
and the sensibles together, and their connection, constitute the begin- 
ning of the first sentence of the following Aporia 2: "Ihe starting point 
TR 


4a6 ἐν, “among”] The preposition £v describes the boundaries within 
which, or in reference to which, the study of the first things operates, 
according to the philosophers whose views Theophrastus is reporting. 
This is one of the basic meanings of the preposition £v with the dative; 
see the discussion and examples in Humbert 306 (“dans les limites de") 
and also below the commentary on 4a17-18. Cf. similar uses of the 
preposition with τίϑημι in Plato, Sophist 246c8: τῶν ἐν εἴδεσιν αὐτὴν 
(sc. τὴν οὐσίαν) τιθεµένων, or especially Simplicius In phys. 453.26 Diels 
(CAG): τὴν δὲ ἀόριστον δυάδα καὶ ἐν τοῖς νοητοῖς τιθείς. The sentence 
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ἐν νοητοῖς αὐτὴν τιϑέασιν thus indicates, quite unambiguously, that this 
study, or “view” (in order not to forget the resonance of the word ϑεωρία 
to a Greek speaker), is operative among the intelligibles and hence it 
reflects upon and regards, or is in reference to, the intelligibles and not, 
as Theophrastus emphasizes (as discussed in the preceding comment), 
the sensibles. This then would appear to be the reason why Theophrastus 
uses this preposition rather than περί or ὑπέρ, as he did in the very first 
sentence, to describe the object of the study of first things; he is not 
interested in the objects as such of which it is a study (περί or ὑπέρ), 
but rather in indicating the level of applicability within which this study 
operates (£v), according to these philosophers, and this is the realm of 
the intelligibles and not that of sensibles. 


4834» 7, 9 τινές φασιν ... τιθέασιν ... νομίζουσιν] The first verb in third 
person plural has the indefinite subject τινές, while the last two have 
no explicit subject; all three verbs occur in the same sentence, and all 
three introduce views which are reported by Theophrastus as not being 
his. In this grammatical and semantic context it would be unnatural to 
assume, as all translators do, that the last two verbs refer to a different 
subject; if Theophrastus was interested in this passage in assigning views 
to specific philosophers and intended to say so he would have somehow 
made it explicit. It cannot be precluded that he is not referring to a 
different subject, but it seems that his purpose here is to refer generically 
to the overall mistaken approach by his contemporaries (perhaps all, or 
perhaps all who count) of disparaging the study of nature as disorderly 
and concentrating on the study of the first things with reference only to 
the intelligibles. This is the import of this passage; it is doubtful that we 
can, or need, be more specific than this. 


Aporia 2 


4a9-17 (πότερα ... N): Whether or not there is some connection between 
intelligibles and natural objects. 


Diaporia 2. (Since the diaporia of the opening paragraph revealed that 
some philosophers think that the study of the first things can be conducted 
only within the realm of the intelligibles, disregarding the objects of sense,) 
the discussion can start by first determining whether there is in fact some 
connection between them. But if such a connection is doubted, it would 
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mean that there is no contact between intelligibles and natural objects, and 
hence that the universe is episodic and disjointed. But it is more reasonable, 
(patently in the opinion of the many or the wise,) not to think so, but rather 
that there is some kind of ontological or causal relationship of priority and 
posteriority between them. 


Theophrastus begins the discussion, after the initial question that set the 
subject matter to be treated, with the aporia concerning the connection 
between intelligibles and sensibles because he has just hinted in his 
opening remarks at the inadequacy of the study of the first things that 
neglects to study also the sensibles. This aporia is resolved in proper 
dialectical fashion by an appeal to an endoxon (“it is more reasonable,” 
εὐλογώτερον), the connectedness between intelligibles and objects of 
nature, which becomes a first principle on the basis of which future 
aporiae are resolved. 

The critical reference to Speusippus in this passage has been widely 
commented upon; see Theiler 1958, 293n58; Taran 1981, 321n122; and 
others. On Speusippus’ episodic ontology and the sets of problems it 
raises see Happ 1971, 212-227; Taran 1981, 49-52. 


4a12 συνεργοῦντα ... eic] Van Raalte 92 rightly raises the question 
whether there is any difference between the verb συνεργοῦντα with the 
preposition εἰς, as here, and πρός, used by Theophrastus and others else- 
where. The distinction she draws is accurate: the former indicates the 
actual effect the contribution brings about, as here (both contribute to 
bringing about all of existence), while the latter emphasizes the proceed- 
ing towards the goal. For this causal usage of εἰς in Theophrastus see in 
particular Müller 1878, 8-9. The verb with the preposition, συνεργέω 
εἰς, here can only mean “to contribute to’, not “to cooperate [in order] 
to;" cooperate implies a deliberate working together, something which 
would make no sense in this context where the two entities supposed to 
be cooperating, the intelligibles and natural objects, are separated, xeyw- 
ρισμένα. 


4412 δέ, “though,” is adversative (and not merely additive; pace van 
Raalte 91), balancing the preceding opposing idea of κεχωρισµένα, 
though without μὲν to follow it; cf. Denniston 165. 


4213 οὐσία is used in this work 15 times, in four different Aristotelian 
senses. (1) In a general way, and always in the phrase | (ἅ)πᾶσα οὐσία or 
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ἡ ὅλη οὐσία, to mean “existence” in the sense of “all that exists”: 4a13 (this 
passage), 7a10, 11a22, 11b11 (cf. this use of the word in Aristotle listed 
in Bonitz Index s.v. οὐσία 2); (2) in the main Aristotelian sense of “sub- 
stance” as the first category, a subject of which the other nine categories 
are predicated: 4b6 (and see below on that passage), 8a13 (Bonitz Index 
s.v. οὐσία 3b); (3) in the Aristotelian sense of “the what it is to be,” τὸ τί 
ἦν εἶναι, formal substance or essence: 5a8, 6a7-8, 8b21 (where it occurs 
literally as a synonym for to ti ἦν εἶναι), 9a5, 10a11, 10a14 (Bonitz Index 
s.v. οὐσία 3f); (4) in the looser sense of οὐσία as form, i.e., as some- 
things nature or formal constitution or configuration, as described by 
Bonitz Index s.v. οὐσία 3g: 8a23, 1083, 11b26. It is significant that in the 
last three passages οὐσία is always used by Theophrastus in conjunction 
with φύσις, apparently as a discriminating marker. This, and the turn of 
phrase ἡ ὅλη οὐσία mentioned above under (1), indicate that Theophras- 
tus chose his words carefully. 


4413 δ᾽ οὖν, “at any rate"] After an enumeration of the preceding alter- 
natives and questions and their import, the particle combination indi- 
cates that whatever the case might be (“at any rate”), the speaker wishes 
to concentrate on the point that he is interested in making; see Dennis- 
ton 463. For this basic use of the particle combination see also Humbert 
429, $750: "Cest un peu comme si le sujet parlant disait: «jen viens donc 
à ce point, logiquement fondé sur ce qui précède, qui présente beaucoup 
plus d'intérét à mes yeux»? Theophrastus uses this particle combination 
relatively frequently in this Essay. 


4a15 τὰ μέν ... τὰ δέ, asa construction, could refer either to “the former 
... the latter,” i.e., to the intelligibles and the things of nature in line 11, or 
to generic "some things ... other things" (Ross, Tricot, Laks & Most). In 
context, the former alternative seems beyond doubt: Theophrastus just 
said that it is more reasonable that there does exist a connection, i.e., a 
connection (συναφή) between intelligibles and sensibles, as in lines 10- 
11, and he is giving here an example (oiov) of what that connection might 
consist in, that of priority and posteriority (cf. van Raalte 98). 


4215 καὶ ἀρχάς, without τὰ μέν, meaning, “and [the former,] first princi- 
ples, too ...”. Τὰ μέν is clearly implied here and it was both added in the 
text by the scribe of J" and so interpreted by Ishaq (though it cannot be 
precluded that W also carried it). The omission, however, is not an error; 
see the references in Laks & Most 27n3 and van Raalte 98-99. 
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4a16 τῶν φϑαρτῶν, sc. πρὀτερά ἐστι, “are [prior] to the perishable,” 
is the only plausible reading in context (as also understood by Ishaq), 
similar to Aristotle, Met. © 8, 1050b6-7 (cf. van Raalte 99, Laks & 
Most 27n4); there is no particular difficulty here (pace Laks & Most 
27n4) given the structure of Theophrastuss sentence. Usener's original 
(1861, 264) conjecture, later abandoned by him (Usener 1890 ad loc.) 
but endorsed by Reale (1964, 167n7), to emend the text to read, καὶ 
ὥσπερ αἴτια τὰ ἀΐδια τῶν φϑαρτῶν, is too speculative and not sup- 
ported either by the manuscript tradition or the context; it is also unnec- 
essary. 


Aporia 3 


4a17-4bs (τίς καὶ ἐν ποίοις): What is the nature of the intelligible first 
things and among what sort of things are they found? 


Diaporia 3 brings up the question of mathematicals, one of the major 
issues under discussion in Academic circles, and one which Aristotle 
himself had to deal with extensively. Theophrastus quickly disposes of 
it: If the intelligible first things are mathematicals, they cannot account for 
the connection between intelligibles and objects of nature; accordingly this 
alternative is to be rejected on the basis of the principle established from the 
endoxon in the preceding Aporia 2. 


4a17 εἰ δ᾽ οὖν, “If (really) so, to give the particle combination its full 
force, introduces the question to which the “more reasonable” theory that 
there is a connection between the intelligibles and the sensibles leads (cf. 
van Raalte 100). 


4a17-18 ἓν ... £v] In the Essay, Theophrastus uses the preposition 
&v, with the verb εἶναι either expressed or understood, eleven times 
to indicate that something belongs to, or is found among, a particu- 
lar set of items and hence that it consists of them. In this sense, the 
preposition is very close in meaning to its use with the verb τίϑημι 
at 4a6, as stated in the commentary above. However, even within this 
sense, it is evident that two different aspects of it are expressed, one 
of which emphasizes the set among which something finds itself in 
order to differentiate that set from others, and the other emphasizes the 
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fact that this set indicates the constitution of something, what it con- 
sists of.^ In the former case it is translated as “among” (at 4a17, 4a18, 
409, 4b10, 684, 12a1), and in the latter as “consists of” (at 6b16, 748, 
8a23, 11b12, and “consist in” at 5b6). This point is implicitly raised 
in Dillon’s (2002, 176n6) adaptation of a translation by Ross, though 
I do not agree with him on the rendering of the particular passage 
(4a18). 

In the sentence ἐν τοῖς μαϑηματικοῖς μόνον τὰ νοητά, “[it is] among 
the mathematicals only that the intelligibles are,’ Theophrastus empha- 
sizes mathematicals by inverting the word order and putting the predi- 
cate first. 


4218 εἰ μέν, “if, on the one hand,” is answered by ei δ, “if, on the other 
hand, at 4b6. 


4a20-21 ἀξιόχρεα ... τοῦ (τοῦ J W A: om. P) παντός] ἀξιόχρεως c. 
gen. rei means more than just ἄξιος c. gen. rei; the latter means just 
"worthy" or "adequate" to do something, whereas the former, taking 
into account its two components, ἄξιος and χρέο/ως, means, “worthy 
or adequate for, 1.6., to perform, what is needed or called for by the 
specific occasion,” something like “rise to the occasion,” with the genitive 
specifying the respect in which the adequacy is to be understood. Cf. 
the Demosthenian passages cited by Ross 42 and van Raalte 105n6, and 
also Isocrates, Philippus 138,3, μᾶλλον γὰρ ἂν ἀξιόχρεως οὗτος ἔδοξεν 
εἶναι τῆς ὑποϑέσεως. If that is so, then παντός, without the article, 
can only mean “everything” (the suggestion by Jaeger 1932, 293, to read 
πάντως instead of παντός, “in all ways,’ also means the same); with the 
article, however, παντός would mean “the universe.’ The former cannot 
be the sense because it is palpably wrong to maintain that mathematicals 
“are not at all equal to the task with regard to everything’, which is the 
interpretation of both Laks & Most (“a la hauteur de toute chose”) and 
Henrich (“allem gewachsen zu sein")—clearly mathematicals are useful 
with regard to some things (Rosss [not] “equal to their whole task” is 
not a viable interpretation of παντός). What they are not adequate to 
perform at all, in context, is to be the principles which will provide a 


4 These two aspects of the use of év in this sense by Theophrastus were already 
identified by Müller 1878, 6: “So wird auch durch &v mit ... εἶναι, τιθέναι ausgedriickt, 
zu welcher Gattung diese oder jene Art gehört, gerechnet wird;” and “An andern Stellen 
bezeichnet εἶναι mit £v, worin etwas besteht, worin es sein Wesen hat? 
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connection between intelligibles and sensibles so that the universe will 
not be episodic (4a14) and thus contribute to the constitution of all being 
(4413). 

The reading τοῦ παντός is also attested in W: the Arabic has al-kull, 
a standard translation of the word to mean the universe. Margoliouth 
1892, 195, unaware of this usage in Arabic, wrongly suggested that the 
Arabic supports the reading πάντως: the phrase fi I-kull does not mean 
“on the whole,’ as he translated it, but “with regard to the universe.” 
Finally, Bartholomew’s Latin translation also points to a reading tot 
παντός in A: inutilia videntur ab universo. Although Kley 16 may be 
right in saying that it is not absolutely clear what lies behind ab uni- 
verso, the preposition ab can be most reasonably explained by assum- 
ing that Bartholomew took the genitive of the article in τοῦ παντός to 
indicate agency (“by”) after the passive videntur; otherwise, given his 
slavish word by word translation, if the reading were only παντός, he 
would have written just universi. Furthermore, universum most plausi- 
bly can be taken to mean “the universe” rather than “all together; if 
Bartholomew had been translating πᾶν without the article in his exem- 
plar (A), he would have most probably used omnis, as elsewhere. By the 
same token, the suggestion by Jaeger 1932, 293, to read πάντως also is 
off the mark. 

With three of the four independent witnesses (PJ Ψ A) for the text 
supporting the reading τοῦ παντός, the omission of the article in P 
can be seen as a peculair error; and if in later tradition the article is 
also omitted in A, this can have no significance on its own, given the 
stemmatic relation of the manuscripts (see Chapter 2.1 and 2.6). 

An example of this use of ἀξιόχρεως, as a first principle that can effect 
what is needed for a specific purpose, is offered by Euripides, Orestes 597, 
ἢ οὐκ ἀξιόχρεως ὁ ϑεὸς ἀναφέροντί μοι/ μίασμα λῦσαι. Τοῦ παντός in 
line 21, therefore, harks back to τὸ πᾶν in line 14 because they are both 
part of the same argument in which Theophrastus spells out the precise 
areas of his concern with regard to the quest for the first things: he is not 
interested in discussing possible candidates for first things with regard 
to their usefulness in everything but only in explaining, or constituting, 
a mutually connected universe. (Henrichs 84 reference to πάντων and 
ἅπαντα at 4b15-16 has nothing to do with this particular argument in 
which to πᾶν is to be understood as the universe.) 


402 ἔχει, “they ... have”] Theophrastus uses the indicative instead of an 
infinitive to express his conviction that mathematicals have in fact no 
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nature of their own. The infinitive would have placed the sentence as 
reported speech in subordination to the preceding φαίνεται or Öoxel, 
“they seem,’ and thus diminish the value of the expression as a statement 
of fact. All manuscripts and independent witnesses concur in the read- 
ing; only a second hand in a late MS (B) “corrected” it to the infinitive. 
After a verb in the infinitive as part of reported speech, Theophrastus on 
occasion deliberately reverts to finite verbs in order to state something 
as factual by contrast (cf. Laks & Most 10n7 and 29n9). These passages 
are not to be “corrected” to the infinitive, as in some late manuscripts 
and modern editions. In this case in particular ἔχει does not repre- 
sent one of the primitive errors of the archetype, as listed by Fobes, 
p. xxvii. 


402 ei δὲ μή, “or, if not,’ referring, as Ross notes, to οἷον γάρ in 4421. 
Clearly the negative alternative refers to the totality of the preceding 
sentence: "or, if mathematicals are not devised by us but have a proper 
nature ,.. 


402 οἷά τε] The Arabic translation suggests a reading in W of either 
οὐχ οἷά te or οὐχ οἷόν τε (see the corresponding note to the Arabic 
translation). Given the structure of the Greek sentence, εἰ δὲ un ... 
τιϑέασιν (4b2-5), what is required is the former construction, which 
makes τὰ μαθηματικά the subject of ἐμποιῆσαι, as opposed to the latter, 
impersonal construction, which would leave the verb without a subject. 
The presence of the next subject, ὃ ἀριθμός in b4, which is parallel to 
τὰ μαϑηματικά, also requires the personalized construction οὐχ οἷά 
te: it needs to fit the same structure as the subject of the preceding 
sentence in order for the elliptical expression to make sense, i.e., οὐδὲ 
γὰρ αὐτὸς 6 ἀριϑμὸς, sc. οἷός τε συνάπτειν τοῖς τῆς φύσεως ὥστ᾽ 
ἐμποιῆσαι ζωήν. The indefinite expression οὐχ οἷόν te would derail the 
parallelism. 

The reading οὐχ old te is also preferable to the other actual or sug- 
gested readings because the alternatives have grave problems. The extant 
Greek manuscripts have οὐχ ὥστε, and apparently so does A,° but the 


5 Bartholomew's Latin has non sicut, which stands for οὐχ ὥστε. It is not true, as 
Kley 16 states, that Bartholomew translates ὥστε with quare; in the five instances in 
which ὥστε occurs in this Essay, it is translated by quare (5a4, 5a20), sicut (here, 4b2), ut 
(4b3), and quod (8a25). On the other hand, sicut translates mainly three words, ὡς (4a7, 
5b13, 6821, etc.), ὥσπερ (4416, 5b18, 6b10, etc.), and καδάπερ (4b3, 6b27, 10427, etc.). 
Ὥσπερ, which also begins with ὡς, is thus translated by sicut here as well. 
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recurrence of ὥστε four words further down in the same sentence makes 
it “very awkward” (Ross 42), if not impossible, to retain (despite van 
Raalte’s valiant efforts, 112-113, and Henrichs approval). Besides, if, in 
order to retain the reading of ὥστε, φύσις needs to be taken as the sub- 
ject of συνάπτειν and ἐμποιῆσαι (as van Raalte 37, 112, suggests), then 
it would not be parallel, as subject, to ὃ ἀρυϑμός (as indicated in the pre- 
ceding comment), and thus the syntax of the οὐδὲ γὰρ clause would not 
conform to that of the main sentence, ruining the parallelism and the 
meaning. Usener’s 1890 emendation to οὕτως γε,’ adopted by Ross and 
Laks & Most, has the problem, as noted by van Raalte (112), that it pre- 
supposes the conjecture ἔχειν for £yevin 402 in order to justify the infini- 
tive in συνάπτειν and put everything in reported speech dependent on 
δοχεῖ at 4a22. Ross is consistent in this regard for he prints ἔχειν φύσιν 
and translates συνάπτειν, "they seem not to connect with the things of 
nature’, but not Laks & Most. However, the reading of ἔχειν for ἔχει in 
4b2 has been ruled out (see the preceding comment). There remains the 
reading in YW, which makes good sense and has the authority of one of 
the oldest independent witnesses. Van Raaltes (113) objection, that the 
intransitive συνάπτειν is “somewhat awkward" with the following active 
ὥστ᾽ ἐμποιῆσαι is without any basis, especially since the two verbs are in 
two different clauses. Palaeographically, the corruption of ovate to wote 
would appear to have taken place, possibly because of assimilation to 
the following ὥστε, in a minuscule rather than an uncial environment 
(OIATE > QCTE?), through a misreading of ovas Ὁ and of at as the στ 
ligature. 


4b4 οὐδὲ γάρ, “no, not even, assentient γάρ, with οὐδέ echoing οὐχ in 
line 4b2 (see Denniston 86-88, especially 88 $ 2). This does not preclude 
the particle combination introducing an a fortiori argument (cf. Laks & 
Most 29n12, van Raalte 115). 


4b5 ὄνπερ δή, “the very one which,’ emphatic περ further strengthened 
by ön (Denniston 490). 


$ Which is not, as Kley 16 claims, supported by Bartholomew’s Latin; see the preced- 
ing note. 
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Aporia 4 


4b6-11 (πότερον ... ἤ): Whether a substance that is prior and more 
powerful (than mathematicals) is one in number or in species or in genus. 


Diaporia 4. The diaporia that follows makes use of another endoxon to 
settle this question, something that is considered “more reasonable” by 
the many or the wise, namely that such intelligible first substances, insofar 
as they are principles, would be few or possibly just one. 


4b6 ovoia, "substance"] Theophrastus asks this question in the same 
spirit as that in which Aristotle discusses the number of "substances" 
different philosophers postulated (Met. Z 2). For the different uses of 
οὐσία in this work see above, at 4a13. 


4b9 8’ οὖν, “at any rate,’ see 4413 above. 


409 ἐχούσας] The plural feminine ἐχούσας here can only refer to a 
presumed plural ovoiat of the only feminine noun actually mentioned 
in the paragraph, οὐσία in 4b6 (and this is why Usener 1861 and 1890 
tried to "correct" the text, unnecessarily, by preferring the late reading 
ἔχουσαν and adding δ᾽ οὖν (οὐσίαν)). Most of the modern translations, 
following the Greek, use the plural pronoun, “they”, “ils”, “οἷς; generating 
theimpression that the antecedent is the mathematical objects. The plural 
form in the Greek, which is certainly correct—the Arabic and Latin 
translations, and thus W and A also have it—implies the following: "Tt 
is more reasonable that, having the nature of a first principle, substances 
like the one that was just assumed—a substance prior and more powerful 
than the mathematicals—are among few and extraordinary things.” 


4b9-11 ἐν ὀλίγοις ... τῷ πρώτῳ] There are two interrelated difficulties 
in this passage. The first concerns the precise meaning of εἰ μὴ ἄρα, 
and the second the progression of the thought. Ei μὴ ἄρα, which is 
a favorite expression of Theophrastus both in this work and elsewhere 
(he uses it five times in this Essay, at 4b10, 5b28, 6a10, 8a21-22, and 
11b19; cf. van Raalte 122), means, "if not, perhaps; "unless, indeed" 
(“indeed” suggesting the uncommon nature of the thing introduced 
by the hypothesis), or, affirmatively stated, “possibly even,” with ἄρα 
denoting a just realized and novel alternative (cf. Denniston 37; van 
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Raalte 122). The question here is whether ἄρα is also ironic and, as 
is frequently the case with ei μὴ ἄρα, expresses that the alternative 
introduced is improbable or undesirable (Smyth § 2796; Humbert 382: 
“hypothése ... a peine croyable”). But this does not seem to be the case 
in the actual usage of the expression by Theophrastus (cf. the evidence 
and the discussion in van Raalte 122-123). What it does indicate is that 
the alternative introduced is actually preferable even if some people, 
Theophrastus appears to be implying, might not have actually thought 
of it or even might find the suggestion somewhat novel or perhaps 
surprising. Thus “if not, indeed,” in the sense described above, would 
appear to fit Theophrastuss meaning. 

If then the alternative introduced by εἰ μὴ ἄρα is not improbable 
but something which Theophrastus wishes actively to suggest, the next 
question is, how much of the ei μὴ ἄρα clause (i.e, how many of the 
words following it) is an alternative to what has preceded. There are two 
possibilities, and both have been taken by different scholars. The first is to 
take only xai πρώτοις as belonging to the ei μὴ ἄρα clause and view the 
final καὶ ἐν τῷ πρώτῳ as a further addition to the progression that began 
with ὀλίγοις and continued with περιττοῖς, so that πρώτῳ would be the 
third item in it (with the ei un ἄρα clause qualifying the preceding one 
or two items), punctuating after πρώτοις to indicate the division (Laks 
& Most, Talanga 1995, 19). The second is to view the entire clause, καὶ 
πρώτοις καὶ £v τῷ πρώτῳ as part of the alternative introduced by ei uy 
ἄρα, in which the original suggestion, that these substances which are 
superior to mathematicals can be found among few and extraordinary 
things (ὀλίγοις and περιττοῖς), is subsituted by the alternative that they 
can be found rather among the first things and indeed in the very first 
itself. Thus what is contrasted here is the first thing(s) and non-first 
things. I tend to favor the second alternative, for two reasons. First, if 
καὶ ἐν τῷ πρώτῳ is taken as a third item in the progression—OAtyotc, 
περιττοῖς, TEWTW—but in a progression in which the second element at 
least, περιττοῖς (if not the first also, ὀλίγοις), is “corrected” by the εἰ μὴ 
ἄρα clause which substitutes for it the item πρώτοις, then the element of 
"first things" will have been already introduced into the discussion, and 
the further addition of πρώτῳ, as a third element, would be redundant. 
Secondly, and perhaps more importantly, in this entire sentence in which 
the ei un Gea clause appears, Theophrastus makes what may be called 
a dialectical argument on the basis of what is more "reasonable" to 
suppose, one with which he could expect most of his audience readily 
to agree: most Greeks of his time would have found it reasonable to 
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claim that intelligible substances which are prior and more powerful 
than mathematicals and which have the nature of first principles are few 
and extraordinary; but it is very doubtful that they would have found 
it equally reasonable to say that these substances are actually the very 
“first thing,” which is what the sentence would imply if we read it with a 
comma after πρώτοις in πρώτοις, xoi and if we take ἐν τῷ πρώτῳ as the 
third item in the progression ὀλίγοις, περιττοῖς, πρώτῳ (according to the 
first alternative mentioned above). It is thus semantically more correct 
to take καὶ πρώτοις καὶ ἐν τῷ πρώτῳ as part of the alternative clause 
introduced by εἰ μὴ ἄρα (for philosophical arguments see van Raalte 123 
and Henrich 85-86); Theophrastus expects most people to agree that 
these entities are few and rare, and he adds his personal qualification 
that these entities could even be among the "first things" or the very 
“first thing" itself. The preposition &v in &v τῷ πρώτῳ is apparently to be 
understood in the sense (see above the comment on 4a17-18) that the 
set of things among which these entities are to be found includes only 
the “first thing,” and thus these entities consist of just the first "thing" (cf. 
Laks & Most 31n16). 


4b10 ei μὴ ἄρα, “if not, indeed"] See the first paragraph of the preceding 
comment. 


Aporia 5 


4b11-5a5 (τίς καὶ τίνες): What this first intelligible substance is, or what 
they are, if more than one, can be revealed through (a diaporia by) analogy 
or some other comparison. 


It has been suggested that this aporia reflects an “epistemological pes- 
simism" which implies that this substance (or substances) that has the 
nature of a first principle is not directly accessible to human knowledge 
(Laks & Most 31n17). Cf. below at 9218-23 and the Appendix. 


Diaporia 5 (4b13-18). The discussion is divided into two separate diapo- 
riae. The first argues by analogy, as just suggested, and makes use of yet 
another endoxon: (According to the opinion of the many or the wise,) the 
first principle of all is divine. By analogy, the first principles being sought 
should be assumed to have power and superiority over others, just like god 
is superior to all other beings. 
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For Theophrastuss conception of the divine and its relation to the philo- 
sophical and general ideas of his time see the study by Pötscher 1970, 
75-112. 


Diaporia 5.1 (4b18-5a5). Since the first principle is superior to others, as 
just mentioned, and is connected with the sensibles (according to the en- 
doxon established as principle in Aporia 2), and since, moreover, the objects 
of nature have the unique property of being in motion, the first principle 
must be posited as the cause of motion. Since the first principle is motion- 
less in itself (reference to the axiom of the impossibility of infinite regress), it 
causes the incessant circular motion of the heavenly spheres by being their 
object of desire. In this manner Theophrastus introduces into the discus- 
sion Aristotle's major innovation concerning motion, his theory of desire. 


In the final sentence in this Diaporia (5a4-5) Theophrastus refers to what 
may be seen as an earlier aporia (and which could perhaps be numbered 
as Aporia 5a): If motion is initiated only by something that is itself in 
motion, does this not lead to an infinite regress? The theory of the unmoved 
mover resolves the question of the origin of movement. 


4b11 δ᾽ οὖν, “at any rate,” see 4a13 above. 


4b11 αὕτη could refer either to οὐσία in the preceding paragraph or 
to ἀρχή, and the answer given to this question at the beginning of the 
following paragraph makes it clear that it is ἀρχή (Henrich 86 also 
points out that the explanatory θεία γὰρ ἡ πάντων ἀρχή indicates the 
same). However, strictly speaking, and given the immediately preceding 
sentence, the reference should be, for τίς, to ἀρχῆς φύσιν ἔχουσα ovota, 
and for τίνες, ἀρχῆς φύσιν ἔχουσαι οὐσίαι. 


4013 ὁμοίωσις, “[procedure through] similarity,” or likening, is an act of 
showing that some things are similar to each other. As such it is different 
from ὁμοιότης, just plain similarity (in 5b1-2 and 8a20), which is the 
quality, or the methodological principle, on the basis of which the act of 
likening one thing to another is effected. Laks & Most 31 rightly point to 
the fact that analogy in this passage, as also in 8a20, is a species of the 
genus of proceeding through similarity or likening. 


4b15 τὸν ϑεόν] The accusative makes it clear that the noun is the object 
of a verb, which is clearly λαμβάνειν in this context. The juxtaposition of 
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ϑεόν with the immediately following ϑεία, the repetition of a word from 
the same root at the end of a clause and the beginning of the next (cf. 
J.D. Denniston, Greek Prose Style, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1960, 92- 
96), together with the inverted word order in the following yao clause, 
give the latter its stately and proverbial feel and its appeal to deeply held 
beliefs; see the following comment. 


4b16-17 τάχα μὲν οὖν, “and yes, maybe”] Taya, which occurs very 
frequently in this small treatise, sometimes presents a corrective reaction 
to a preceding statement in the form of internal dialogue, as in the 
present case (cf. van Raalte 135). Theophrastus has just noted that the first 
principle can perhaps be apprehended, analogously to a divine being, by 
taking into consideration its power and superiority over all else, which 
is the quality that makes it comparable to a divine being. To provide 
an explanation (γάρ 4b15) for why the first principle should at all have 
this divine quality, he gives as reason the statement, “divine is the first 
principle of all, through which all [things] both are and abide” Having 
said this, he imagines someone (or himself) saying that this is an easy 
explanation to give—presumably because it is a traditional explanation, 
an ἔνδοξον, that one could expect easily to gain assent; Laks & Most 
31n18 even suggest that it may be a proverb—to which Theophrastus 
responds by assenting to the objection (assentient οὖν) but qualifying 
it in two ways. First, he casts the assent in doubtful terms (“maybe”), 
and second, he makes an important distinction in the manner in which 
an explanation is given for the statement, "divine is the first principle 
of all, through which all [things] both are and abide:" if it is in general 
and vague terms, as here (cf. van Raalte 135), then such explanation is 
easy; but if one wants a more explicit and (philosophically) convincing 
explanation, then it is very difficult. The particle combination μὲν οὖν 
here underscores this distinction by emphasizing the prospective μέν 
(yes, maybe on the one hand thus to explain is easy”) which is answered 
by Theophrastus’s objection to the objection by δέ (“though on the other 
hand it is indeed difficult"); see Denniston 473-474. 


4b17 οὕτως, “in this manner”] Given the corrective reaction that this 
sentence presents to the preceding one, as just discussed, the adverb oü- 
τως can only refer to the explanation contained in the γάρ clause, “divine 
is the first principle of all, through which all [things] both are and abide? 
(Cf. the exactly parallel use of the expression οὕτως ἀποδιδόναι and its 
referent, a few lines further down, at 5a10-11, where the explanation 
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referred to is the clause ἁπλῶς ... ϑειοτέραν). Thus what is contrasted in 
the μέν ... δέ sentence here is not this easy explanation versus another, 
more convincing but difficult, explanation (as Laks & Most 31n19 argue), 
but the manner in which this same explanation is given: either in lapidary 
or “proverbial” form or terms, as here, which is easy, or in terms philo- 
sophically more explicit and convincing, which would be difficult. 


4b18 πιστικωτέρως] All manuscripts agree on this spelling, except for 
D, which has πειστικωτέρως, allegedly the older spelling of the word 
(LSJ), and hence, the reasoning goes, the form most likely to have been 
used by Theophrastus. However, it is not at all clear how far back the 
form πιστικός goes, and whether it may not have been already in use 
in Theophrastuss time. We do find it in Plato (Gorgias 455a3), and the 
manuscripts there also waver between the two spellings, but Burnet 
prints πιστικός; I do not think that the issue has been resolved. There 
is also the question whether πειστικός and πιστικός mean exactly the 
same thing, given their respective etymologies (πείθω and πιστεύω). So 
in order not to eliminate good evidence from the text and prejudge the 
issue, I prefer to follow the reading of all the independent and oldest 
witnesses, including YW and A. The Arabic has an etymological translation 
for πιστικωτέρως, aqrab ilā t-tasdiq, “more credible" (literally, “closer 
to being believed, or poducing belief"), where tasdiq is used elsewhere 
(9b17) to render πίστις (in the sense of “belief”), thus verifying for us 
the πιστικωτέρως spelling that must have existed in W. Similarly, the 
Latin has credibilius, which also stands for πιστικωτέρως. The spelling 
in manuscript D is clearly a Renaissance scribal emendation, for there is 
no evidence that D had access to an independent ancient source other 
than the manuscripts we already possess. 


4b18-19 τοιαύτης ... ἐπείπερ] In context, “such” can only refer to the 
immediately preceding declarative statement (before the modificatory 
τάχα sentence) which specifically describes the first principle as "divine": 
θεία γὰρ Å πάντων ἀρχή ... τοιαύτης δ᾽ οὔσης τῆς ἀρχῆς. The rhetor- 
ical connection and physical proximity of these two statements are such 
that they cannot be disputed. Clearly in the background there looms the 
entire preceding discussion that led to the declaration of the first princi- 
ple as divine, but the immediate referent of τοιαύτης is θεία (not, as Laks 
& Most 32 suggest, “ensemble des acquis intermédiaires,” or “vague; van 
Raalte 137). Besides, in all nine out of the ten uses of the word τοιοῦτος in 
this Essay (see the Glossary), the referent of the word is always what has 
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immediately preceded; in the one instance where it is not (11b21-22), it 
points forward to the following clause. If this is the case, then the absolute 
genitive of the τοιαύτης clause is declarative, stating a premise for a con- 
clusion that is to follow (4b21), and it cannot even be considered that it is 
concessive (Laks & Most 31-32). And this perhaps explains the emphatic 
περ in ἐπείπερ: the conclusion that this first principle must be posited as 
the cause of movement (4b21-22) has two sorts of premises; the first is 
the general one of the divine nature of the first principle, “through which 
all [things]"—and hence also motion— “both are and abide,” as summa- 
rized in the absolute genitive clause beginning with τοιαύτης, and the 
second is the specific quality of being in motion that characterizes the 
natural world, which requires a mover. Ἐπείπερ introduces the second 
set of premises, and the particle emphasizes this point. 


4b20 ἐν κινήσει, “in motion,’ for nature is, strictly speaking, inappropri- 
ate; nature itself is the principle of motion. Φύσις here must stand, or 
be an abbreviated expression, ὡς ἁπλῶς εἰπεῖν, for what Theophrastus 
properly calls four lines later in the passage, τὰ τοῖς φύσεως, “the [things] 
of nature” Theophrastus used exactly the same phrase, πάντα yao £v 
κινήσει τὰ τῆς φύσεως, in his Physics, a fragment from which is pre- 
served by Simplicius, In Phys. 20.17 ff. Diels (CAG) = fr. 143 FHS&G. For 
an analysis of this fragment and its relation to this Essay see Laks 1998 
and Sharples 1998, 36-40. 


4b21 ταύτην, referring to ἀρχή, of course, and not φύσις. 


4022 ἐπεὶ δ᾽ introduces yet a third premise, after the genitive absolute 
and ἐπείπερ, to arrive in the end to the desired conclusion of the object 
of desire. 


5a1 ἀλλὰ λοιπόν] See below the comment at 5b18. 


5a3 ἀφ’ ἧς] The feminine pronoun can only refer to φύσις in grammatical 
terms, and not to ἀρχή (pace Henrich 88), though what is meant by 
this prepositional phrase is clearly, ἀπὸ τῆς τοῦ ὀρεκτοῦ φύσιν ἐχούσης 
ἀρχῆς. 


5a4 "καὶ κατ᾽ ἐκεῖνο] The phrase has generated difficulties for schol- 
ars. To begin with, the referent of ἐκεῖνο can be ambiguous, insofar as 
Theophrastus uses the pronoun in this Essay in two ways: either to refer 
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back to something that immediately preceded (5a26, 6b19), or forward 
to an immediately following item (7a10, 9b13, 11414). In this case, it was 
thought by Camotius and Usener to point forward and so they emended 
the transmitted reading κατ’ ἐκεῖνο to κἀκεῖνο and καὶ Exeivo respec- 
tively, to mean, "and so this also would be resolved: that motion cannot 
begin ..." However the transmitted reading κατ’ ἐκεῖνο can be retained, 
for the phrase is a perfectly acceptable relational locution, parallel to 
κατὰ τοῦτο, “in accordance with this, in this respect, on the basis of this" 
(LSJ s.v. κατά; cf. van Raalte 144), with ἐκεῖνο pointing to the immedi- 
ately preceding thought (as ἐκεῖνο normally does, cf. LSJ s.v.), namely, the 
desirable nature of the first principle from which the incessant and con- 
tinuous circular motion derives (Reale, Laks & Most; Ross's and Tricot’s 
understanding of the referent to be specifically τὸ ὀρεκτόν does strain 
κατὰ, as van Raalte 114 remarks, “to an intolerable degree"). The Arabic 
translation, finally, adds the word "also" in the sentence, which indicates 
that the translator read ὥστε xai κατ᾽ ἐκεῖνο in the Greek (fa-yajibu min 
dalika ... aydan). In the Greek transmission, καί before κατ᾽ could have 
easily been omitted by haplography. “Qote xai adds the further conse- 
quence of establishing the desirable as the first principle: it helps resolve 
the difficulty involved in the Platonic position of a self-moved mover (for 
ὥστε καί see Denniston 299). For this last position see the references in 
Ross 42-43 and the other commentators. 


5a4-5 τὸ μὴ εἶναι ... κινήσει] Comparative ἤ following a negative here 
means “except, “unless” (Smyth $ 2863a), not “or” (the literal translation 
by Ross 42 of this compressed clause is somewhat misleading). Αρχή here 
means literally “beginning,” “starting point” (Ross, Henrich), not “prin- 
ciple” (Tricot, Laks & Most, van Raalte), since the problem addressed is 


precisely the origin of movement. 


Aporia 6 


5a5-20 (δεῖται λόγου, ποία καὶ τίνων, 5a14-15): What kind the impul- 
sion of the rotating heavenly spheres is and towards which things it is. 


In the first half of this paragraph (5a5-13) Theophrastus reviews the 
attributes of the first principle discussed in Aporiae 2-5 and exalts it to 
a divine rank adding that it is also indivisible and unquantifiable. This 
summary leads to the next Aporia with its accompanying 
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Diaporia 6 (5413-20): Manifestly the rotating heavenly spheres are many 
and their motions are opposed. Their opposed and interminable motions, 
as well as the final cause of their motions, cannot be explained by assuming 
either one or multiple first movers as the goal towards which they are 
impelled, i.e., as the object(s) of desire. For if the mover is one, it is absurd 
to suppose that the resulting movements would not be the same, and if 
it is not one, then it is equally absurd to suppose that they would be in 
concord. 


After a summary statement of the Aristotelian position on the unmoved 
mover(s), in the immediately following Aporiae (6-12) and in Aporia 16 
Theophrastus turns to raising problems about that theory. The question 
whether Theophrastus in the end abandoned the unmoved mover has 
been variously answered, though the majority opinion would appear to 
be that he had, with qualifications. See the statement of the problem by 
Sharples 1998, 87-88 and his references. For wider discussions of the 
issue of motion that the problem involves see Skemp 1969, D. Frede 1971, 
and Berti 2002. 


5a6 μὲν δή] The long μέν clause (5a5-13) sums up what has been said; 
it is answered by δέ in line 13. The two clauses are part of the same 
sentence and should not be broken up into two separate paragraphs 
as in previous editions. The particle δή is transitional and connective, 
summing up as accepted what preceded (“now”), but not inferential or 
consequential (“then”), without, presumably, losing its primary function 
of strengthening u£v (cf. Denniston 257-259). 


5a6 ἄρτιος means the parts of a whole being functionally well in place 
(cf. the telling passage about the vertebrae cited in LSJ, s.v.: οἱ σπόνδυλοι 

. ἄρτιοί εἶσιν ἀλλήλοισι, Hippocrates, De articulis 45). What is nor- 
mally given as words explaining it is εὐχρασία (well mixed together, in 
right measure and proportion: SVF 11,278.28, p. 68), πληρότης (full- 
ness or completeness, in the sense that no part is missing or out of place: 
Etymologicum Magnum 150.27), among other references given by van 
Raalte, 147-148. Henrich's discussion, 189-191, who translates the word 
as “richtig,” is quite off the mark. Whatever λογώδης might mean in 7b18, 
its antonym (Gegenteil) is not ἄρτιος. Clearly the word implies sound- 
ness and health, insofar as proper arrangement and disposition of the 
parts are prerequisites for the functioning of the whole, but this is not its 
primary significance. 
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5a7 ἐνέργειαν, “actualized state"] ἐνέργεια is normally translated in 
philosophical terms either as “activity” or “actuality,” depending on the 
context, in the specific senses given to the term by both Aristotle and 
Theophrastus. Theophrastus says that ἐνέργεια in the sense that he is 
using it here is “prior and more valuable” than movement (below, 7b14), 
and defines it as “the essence and peculiar form of each thing” (fr. 152 
FHS&G; see the Loci Paralleli). In this context, a rendering of the term 
as “actualized state” better reflects what Theophrastus intends than “actu- 
ality.” For a discussion of the term see Blair 1967, Rudolph 1988, 233-237; 
van Raalte 148-150; Sharples 1998, 66-70. 


5a8-9 μή ... λέγων] The negative goes with the participle, to which the 
following ἀλλά responds (cf. van Raalte 151-153). For the structure of 
the sentence and its implication see the comment below on 5a13. 

5a9, 5813 λέγων, τοῖς λέγουσιν, “says”, “those who make the ... state- 
ment.” The dative plural in line 13 refers to the participle in line 9. 


5a9 ἁπλῶς, “in an absolute sense”] The English adverbs “simply” and 
“absolutely” cannot easily convey the sense here: the argument Theo- 
phrastus is advocating exalts the first principle to a class by itself in the 
absolute sense, without qualifications. 


5410 μερίδα] For the meaning of μερίς as “class, division" (“rank,” as in 
the Arabic translation, which I adopt) see LSJ s.v. Hand III, and especially 
the reference to µέρος IV.3; cf. van Raalte 153-154. 


5a11 ἀφαιρετέον] Happ 1971, 616 and note 288, makes the point that 
although ἀφαίρεσις had acquired the status of an epistemological tech- 
nical term in the older Academy, Theophrastus uses it in the conventional 
sense in this passage as he does later at 6a12-13. 


5a13 It is important to note that ἀπόφασις, negation, here does not 
refer to the actual structure of the sentence in Theophrastuss words in 
the text above (i.e., to the actual wording in lines 5a8-9, ἔτι δὲ μή ... 
λέγων: Laks & Most 34n32, Henrich 90), but to the proposition to which 
Theophrastuss words here point. So when Theophrastus actually says 
that the argument he is discussing "says that it [the first principle] is 
not something divisible” (μὴ διαιρετόν ... τι λέγων, lines 8-9), he is 
pointing to the proposition, "the first principle is not divisible" (in Greek, 
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οὐκ ἔστι διαιρετὸς ἡ ἀρχή; cf. Aristotle, De Interpretatione 19b27), and 
this is the ἀπόφασις that he is talking about in line 13. This negative 
proposition is then used in (ἐν, line 5a12) an argument (and is not itself 
the argument), based on the divinity of the first principle, which overall 
is loftier and closer to truth than others. Aristotle frequently so describes 
the unmoved mover (see the Loci Paralleli), but a question may be 
raised (as, apparently, van Raalte 151-153, did) whether the statements 
that he is making on this subject are negative or affirmative; for when 
Aristotle makes statements like, τὸ πρῶτον κινοῦν ἀδιαίρετόν ἐστι, “the 
first [unmoved] mover is indivisible’, etc., these statements are formally 
affirmative and not negative, so the question is whether Theophrastus is 
objecting even to Aristotle's way of putting the argument. But it appears 
very doubtful that Theophrastus is at all interested in this context in the 
logical semantics of Aristotle as set forth in De Interpretatione. 


5a13 δέ, responding to u£v in line 5a6; see above. 


5a14 ἐφέσεως] With reference to the desire for the unmoved mover, 
Theophrastus uses here and at 5428 and 5b11 a different word, ἔφεσις, 
than the one he uses elsewhere, ὄρεξις, at 542 (in ὀρεχτόν), 5a20, etc. 
However, at 6a9 he uses both words together in asking whether the rota- 
tion of the bodies is “through some impulsion and desire,’ ἐφέσει τινὶ 
καὶ ὀρέξει, which would indicate that the two words are synonymous. 
The same appears to be the case with Aristotle’s use of the two words 
in a related context in EE 1218a24-33, where ἐφίενται, ὀρέγεται, and 
ὄρεξις seem to be used interchangeably. Simplicius, In Phys. 250.22-23 
Diels (CAG), explains the difference by saying that ὄρεξις is what animate 
beings have, ἔφεσις inanimate natural bodies. This would appear to be 
indicated by the passage below in the Essay (at 5a28), where Theophras- 
tus implies that if impulsion entails soul then it is desire—but given the 
nine centuries of Greek usage separating Simplicius from Theophrastus, 
it is not clear whether Simplicius may not just be rationalizing (cf. further 
the references in van Raalte 165). On the other hand, on the basis of the 
passage in the Eudemian Ethics just referred to, Berti 2002, 344-345, saw 
in ἔφεσις a reference to Academic doctrine, suggesting that Theophrastus 
here is criticizing Platonists rather than Aristotle. 


5a15 The genitive interrogative pronoun τίνων could theoretically refer 
either to the object towards which the impulsion is directed or the subject 
being impelled, as the commentators note, but there can be little doubt, 
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in context, that the genitive is objective. The argument that immediately 
follows, in response to ποία xai τίνων, raises precisely the problem 
of how the object towards which the impulsion is directed is to be 
understood. 


5a16 φοραί] The reference is to the motions of the celestial bodies as 
they are "carried along" across the heavens. Theophrastus' reference 
here is directly to Aristotles Metaphysics A 8, where the word φορά is 
repeatedly used, and where Aristotle describes the six different motions 
of these bodies, conveniently summarized by Ross 43. It is accordingly 
inaccurate (and anachronistic) to render this word as “orbit” or “orbiting” 
(Umlaufbahn, Henrich). 


5416-17 xal TÒ ἀνήνυτον ... ἀφανές] This phrase, which seems to have 
caused unnecessary problems, can be most naturally understood to refer 
to the motions of the spheres (φοραί), the interminable nature and goal 
of which do not seem to be apparent; i.e., one is to understand, xai to 
ἀνήνυτον αὐτῶν [sc. τῶν φορῶν] καὶ οὗ χάριν ἀφανές. This can be 
best brought out by eliminating the comma traditionally placed after 
ὑπεναντίαι. Van Raalte 169-171, who has a different interpretation and 
suggests a different punctuation, nevertheless cites two passages (Plato, 
Phaedo 84a5-6 and Ps.-Plato Axiochus 371e8) which best bring out the 
meaning of ἀνήνυτον: the futile interminableness of Sisyphuss rolling 
of the stone (Σισύφου πέτρος ἀνήνυτος) and Penelope's weaving of her 
web (ἀνήνυτον ἔργον πράττειν Πηνελόπης). The οὗ χάριν phrase lacks 
the article τό immediately before it, but it is not necessary (cf. van Raalte 
169n1); the article before ἀνήνυτον serves for both. It can be misleading, 
though, and it apparently misled Ishaq; see the corresponding note to the 
Arabic translation. 


5a17 ἄτοπον, “it makes no sense"] The word refers to something that is 
out of place, that does not fit, and hence, in Theophrastuss philosophical 
usage, something that is logically inconsistent and incongruous. See his 
usage of the term in Ign. § 4,3, ἄτοπον φαίνεται πρῶτον αὐτὸ (sc. TO 
πῦρ) λέγειν καὶ οἷον ἀρχήν, εἰ μὴ οἷόν T εἶναι χωρὶς ὕλης (p. 5, line 14 
Coutant), i.e., to say both that fire needs “matter” or fuel in order to exist 
and that it is a primary and first principle does not make sense because 
contradictory. The word thus means more than “strange” in its accepted 
meanings of “alien, unfamiliar, and unaccountable” (Ross, Tricot, Laks & 
Most, Henrich; “puzzling, van Raalte; though more accurately, “assurdo,” 
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Reale 1964), for it points to the logical incongruity of two (sets of) 
facts. Cf. further Baltussen 2000, 203-204, and his references to Le 
Blond. 

The word occurs three times in the Essay; here and at 5b14 and 7b23. 
Ishaq translates the first two instances with sani‘ (repugnant, horrid) 
and the last with qabih (bad, ugly), which are, essentially, ethical terms 
referring to negative moral qualities, not intellectual incongruity. Ishaq’s 
choice of words is difficult to gauge. Either these terms, in 9th cen- 
tury Baghdad Arabic, also had an intellectual reference to them, which, 
however, is not recorded in the dictionaries, or, what seems more likely, 
Ishàqs understanding of the term was colored by its Christian use, mean- 
ing “wicked;” cf. Lampe s.v. 


5a18 τὸ un πάντα τὴν αὐτήν] In the elliptical sentence of Theophrastus, 
the infinitive that complements the substantival use of the article t6 can 
be either active or middle, κινεῖν or χινεῖσϑαι, i.e., either τὸ μὴ πάντα 
τὴν αὐτὴν κινεῖν χίνησιν, or τὸ μὴ πάντα τὴν αὐτὴν χινεῖσϑαι χίνησιν, 
in which case the noun πάντα will function either as the object or the 
subject of the verb, respectively (“why it [the mover] does not move all 
with the same motion,’ or “why all do not move with the same motion” 
Ross prefers the former alternative, and everybody else, including Ishaq, 
the second. Berti 2002, 345, takes the pronoun αὐτήν to refer to ἔφεσις 
and translates, “ὁ assurdo che tutti non abbiano lo stesso desiderio,’ which 
seems quite improbable in context, as the above analysis of the clause 
indicates. 


5a19 ὥστε, which seemingly introduces the apodosis of a conditional 
sentence, has long baffled scholars and does not appear to be fully under- 
stood. Hermann Bonitz wrote a substantial article on its use in Aristo- 
tle in the 1860s,’ in which he also cited earlier references in the works 
of his German predecessors. He made two basic points. The first is 
that such use of ὥστε, beyond being a mere indication of anacolouthon 
in Aristotles works, is rather a grammatically inaccurate (“sprachlich 
ungenauen") stylistic peculiarity of his (p. 75). The second is that, once 
this is understood, it should affect the punctuation of Aristotles works 


7 Originally published in the Sitzungsberichte der philosophisch-historischen Classe der 
kais. Akad. der Wissenschaften in Vienna, 1862, 72-90, it was reprinted in his Aristote- 
lische Studien, Hildesheim: Olms, 1969, 202-220. Bonitz also listed the Aristotelian 
passages which exhibit this use of ὥστε allegedly “in apodosi" in his Index 873a31-44. 
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where it appears in a way that will reflect it (p. 80). Minute analyses of 
numerous passages in Aristotle where this occurs accompanied Bonitz’s 
observations. In the summary of his research in the Index (873a31-44), 
Bonitz mentioned that in most cases the anacolouthon is due to the 
longish protasis of the conditional sentence which contains many sub- 
ordinate phrases (per plura membra continuata vel parenthesibus inter- 
cepta), though he admitted that in some instances it is also found after 
brief and simple (brevem ac simplicem) protases. Ross apparently fol- 
lowed this concise statement of the case in the Index rather than Bonitz’s 
full study, for he repeated it both in his commentary on this text of 
Theophrastus (pp. 43-44) and in his commentaries on Aristotle’s works 
(e.g., Aristotles Physics, Ross 1936, p. 643 ad 233b7-11). As a matter of 
fact, it appears that Ross was rather uncomfortable with the appearance of 
this feature in short sentences, and in one instance at least he accordingly 
followed an inferior manuscript reading which eliminates the problem by 
dropping the particle ó£ (Physics 232a12 and note on pp. 640-641; this 
incidentally, is the very text which Ross had given in the commentary 
on Theophrastus as example of the occurrence of this feature in short 
protases!). Subsequent commentators on Theophrastus mostly referred 
to Ross. 

However, valuable as Bonitz's study is, and despite the acceptance by 
modern commentators of his analysis, it cannot be thought that ὥστε 
can introduce a conditional apodosis. Van Raalte, exceptionally, writes 
in a brief note (171n1) about the passage in Theophrastus that the ὥστε 
clause "takes the place of an apodosis rather than constituting an excep- 
tional instance of ὥστε in apodosi.” The question is, how. This is not the 
place to go into a detailed study of the issue (clearly a desideratum), but 
a few remarks are in order? First, since this passage occurs in a work 
by Theophrastus, it cannot be maintained that this was a stylistic feature 
peculiar to Aristotle alone. I could not check thoroughly in the time at 
my disposal all the extant works by Theophrastus or other related Greek 
literature, but if the style of Theophrastus’s Essay, because of its aporetic 
nature, is close to that of Aristotle, the possibility ought to be investigated 
whether this feature may not be more at home in the style of oral dispu- 
tation because of the semantic jump it requires from the protasis of the 
conditional clause to the result clause of an assumed apodosis (as dis- 
cussed below). Secondly, Bonitz’s (and following him, Ross’s) attempted 


8 The comprehensive Greek grammars by K.-G. and Schwyzer do not mention a 
feature of ὥστε “in apodosi” simply because it does not exist. 
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explanation of the feature as deriving from anacolouthon in sentences 
with long protases cannot hold because of its obvious appearance in 
shorter ones as well (see the referenes in Bonitz’s article and Index). 

The following example would appear to give a clue about the grammar 
and function of this use of ὥστε: De anima 432b21-26: εἰ οὖν ἡ φύσις 
μήτε ποιεῖ μάτην μηϑὲν μήτε ἀπολείπει τι τῶν ἀναγκαίων, πλὴν ἐν τοῖς 
πηρώμασι καὶ ἐν τοῖς ἀτελέσιν, τὰ δὲ τοιαῦτα τῶν ζῴων τέλεια καὶ 
οὐ πηρώματά ἐστιν (σημεῖον δ᾽ ὅτι ἐστὶ γεννητικὰ καὶ ἀχμὴν ἔχει καὶ 
φϑίσιν)---ὥστ᾽ εἶχεν ἂν καὶ τὰ ὀργανικὰ µέρη τῆς πορείας.’ This is a 
good example of the precise function of ὥστε in the apodosis because 
the passage is unambiguous, in the sense that though the protasis is not 
particularly short, no part of it can be misconstrued as the apodosis. The 
function of the ὥστε clause here, then, is not to be the entire apodosis but 
a part of it, the part that expresses the result or consequence of an assumed 
grammatical apodosis. This is clear from the unambiguous sense of the 
text and it appears in almost all translations of the passage, which add a 
clause or a phrase to express the apodosis in the Greek which is implied 
but not actually stated: “then it follows too that" (D. W. Hamlyn, Oxford 
1968), "il en résulte que" (Bodéüs, Paris 1993), and, most significantly, 
"dans ces conditions donc" (Barbotin, Paris 1966), etc. It is thus clear that 
the use of ὥστε in these cases is consecutive. As such, it has a number 
of uses (Schwyzer Π,677-681), two of which would appear to be relevant 
here: introducing a result clause after demonstrative adjectives or adverbs 
(οὕτως etc.) in the principal clause, and (perhaps as an extension of this 
most common usage?) introducing independent sentences in the sense 
of "consequently" (Schwyzer IL680 $7), where apparently a principal 
clause, to which ὥστε answers, can frequently be semantically assumed. 
It thus appears that ὥστε in these conditional sentences does not so much 
introduce the apodosis as constitute the consequence of an assumed and 
unexpressed grammatical apodosis, such as, "If x and y and z obtain, 
(then, these stated conditions are such—or, the situation so develops) 
that the consequences are as follows? It may be too much to assume that 
some such phrase as, εἰ ..., (οὕτως ἔχει) ὥστε ..., is to be understood 
in every instance of this use of ὥστε, but clearly its function has become 
one which expresses the consequence ofthe condition in the protasis with 
greater emphasis than a regular apodosis without ὥστε could have done. 


? 1 follow the text and punctuation in the edition by Ross 1961, of whose dash before 
ὥστε I fully approve. 


278 COMMENTARY 


5419-20 TO σύμφωνον ... τὴν ἀρίστην] The clause is quite clear both in 
its syntax and meaning; the complications raised by Laks & Most 35n39 
(followed and subscribed to by Henrich 91-92) appear to be unnecessary. 
Laks & Most translate, “leur accord en matiére de désir, quand ils suivent 
la meilleure [des translations], n'est absolument pas manifeste? But first, 
the context cannot support this interpretation; the concord must refer 
to the concord of movements, not desires, as they claim, because the 
objection to the preceding alternative was also based on the concord 
of movements: if the mover is one, Theophrastuss argument goes, it 
is absurd to suppose that the resulting movements would not be the 
same; and if it is not one, then it is equally absurd to suppose that they 
would be the same, i.e., be in concord. And second, for Laks & Mosts 
interpretation to stand, the wording in the Greek ought to have been 
different and differently punctuated, as follows: ὥστε τὸ σύμφωνον εἰς 
ὄρεξιν, ἰόντων αὐτῶν τὴν ἀρίστην, οὐϑαμῶς φανερόν. Since the text 15 
not thus worded, and the words εἷς ὄρεξιν ἰόντων τὴν ἀρίστην clearly 
belong together, then ὄρεξιν ἀρίστην must mean that the desire is “best” 
in the sense that it is desire for the best, and hence the object of the 
desire would not be desire itself (thus the difficulty identified by Laks 
& Most does not exist), but the Best itself (so in a sense Tricot in his 
translation should have capitalized Meilleur rather than Désir).'° The 
correct evaluation of the preposition eig in the clause is important; it 
does not express place (“in the direction of,’ Jaeger 1948, 349; Ross), but 
purpose and end (cf. LSJ s.v. V), “in the fulfillment of;” for this causal use 
of εἰς, where “εἰς zunächst den Zweck angiebt, welcher bei etwas verfolgt 
wird,’ see Miller 1878, 8-9. 

For the cosmological and ontological implications of Aristotle's order- 
ing of the spheres, skeptically countenanced here by Theophrastus, see 
Happ 1971, 363-367. For the one system in which Aristotle argues that 
all the spheres for all the planets must work together, see Beere 2003, 5 ff. 


Aporia 7 
5320-22 (ζητεῖ λόγον): The great number of celestial sheres (and their sep- 


arate movers) needs an explanation more pertinent than the one provided 
by the astronomers. 


10 Skemp 1969, 219, interprets, “as they move towards the most excellent form of 
desire,” which does not avoid the difficulty raised by Laks ὃς Most. 
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This is a reference to the account by the astronomers Eudoxus and 
Calippus which Aristotle provisionally invokes in Metaphysics A 8 in 
explanation of the number of spheres. Aristotle introduces that section 
by calling astronomy “most pertinent” or “most akin” to philosophy, but 
ends, after having presented the astronomers theories and his adaptation 
of them, by leaving the improvement of the discussion to more competent 
hands. Theophrastus takes Aristotle at his word and echoes the sentiment 
here. On the questions raised here by Theophrastus on the relevance of 
astronomy to metaphysics and on Aristotle's competence in astronomy, 
see Lloyd 2000. 


5a21 δέ introduces here the related but incidental (though not neces- 
sarily parenthetical, pace van Raalte 176) aporia about the multitude of 
spheres and their numerous movers that the immediately preceding sen- 
tence brought to Theophrastuss mind. The main subject under discus- 
sion in the paragraph of Aporia 6, the desire for the unmoved mover(s), 
is interrupted for a moment for Theophrastus to register his dissatisfac- 
tion with, apparently, Aristotles astronomical theories in Metaphysics ^ 
8 (see the next comment and the Loci Paralleli), and is then continued 
with the following Aporia 8. The use of the subordinating copulative δέ 
here is too common to require comment. 


5a22 The missing word at this point in all the extant Greek manuscripts 
and the Latin translation (A), noted by most editors, is supplied with the 
help of the Arabic, which has the verb anisa (lam anas), here most likely 
rendering oixeiog (see the corresponding commentary on the Arabic 
translation); there seems to be little doubt that this is the missing word. 
Besides, Theophrastus here is echoing Aristotles words in Metaphysics 
A 8, 1073b4, where astronomy is called the science “most relevant” or 
“most pertinent" (οἰκειοτάτη) to philosophy with regard to establish- 
ing the number of celestial motions and hence of the spheres that cause 
them (see the Loci Paralleli). Theophrastus begs to differ, and is calling 
for a philosophical discussion of the reason for the number, and also, one 
would think (and as Laks & Most 35n40 suggest), for the necessity of a 
multiplicity of movers. In a way, Theophrastus takes up, and demands 
more of, the conclusion to that section by Aristotle (1074a13-17): "Let 
then the number of the spheres be that many, whence it is reasonable to 
suppose that there are as many unmoved substances and first principles. 
(I say “reasonable” and not “necessary”) because (γάρ) necessity ought to 
be left to more powerful [thinkers] to state.” Theophrastus seems not to 
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find this supposition reasonable, and wants a detailed discussion of the 
reason for it, or the necessity for it, challenging precisely Aristotle's dis- 
claimer that this discussion ought to be left to better thinkers.!! Aristotle 
appears to have taken Theophrastus’s admonition to heart, for, as Owen 
1961, 90, astutely remarked, he later changed his mind about the ability 
of (astronomical) observation to provide knowledge about the “divine” 
beings, i.e., the stars and the celestial spheres; in their regard, he says, 
"there are few things that are evident to the senses" (ὀλίγα τὰ φανερὰ 
κατὰ τὴν αἴσθησιν, PA 644b24-28). 

Ihe expression οἰκεῖος λόγος in the sense of “relevant, pertinent argu- 
ment” is common in the vocabulary of both Aristotle and Theophrastus. 
A passage from Aristotle's Physics (264a7-9) gives us a good idea about 
what the issue raised by Theophrastus here is. With regard to the question 
of the circular φορά of the celestial bodies, Aristotle provides an account 
of its continuous nature by having recourse to two kinds of arguments: 
one based on the nature of rectilinear and circular motion, which would 
bea physical argument, and another based on logical considerations con- 
cerning opposites, which he calls a “logical” (λογικῶς) argument (see 
the analysis of the passage in Rosss commentary in his edition, corr. ed. 
Oxford 1966, p. 715). The former, physical argument, Aristotle character- 
izes as “pertinent” to the subject (οἰκείοις λόγοις), insofar as the question 
is a physical one and so the argument most pertinent to it is also physi- 
cal. The point that Theophrastus is thus making here is what has just been 
stated in the preceding paragraph, that the argument of the astronomers 
is a mathematical argument that does not satisfy the requirements of an 
explanation for a metaphysical subject. 

For a similar use of the expression οἰκεῖος λόγος in Aristotle see 
Politics 1323b38-39; Theophrastus, as a matter of fact, even wrote an 
essay on the subject with the very title, Περὶ οἰκείων λόγων a’ (FHS&G 
fr. 1,280). It is not clear whether he may have been responding in this 
essay to the peculiar use made of the concept by Antisthenes, as discussed 
by A. Brancacci, Oikeios logos. La filosofia del linguaggio di Antistene, 
Napoli 1990. 

For οἰκεῖος in this context see also the fragment by Eudemus quoted 
by Simplicius In Phys. 48,8-26 Diels (CAG) = fr. 34 Wehrli. 


11 “The question of necessity is left in abeyance,” says G.E.R. Lloyd 2000, 273, of this 
passage; the problematic nature of Aristotle’s words here is discussed by Lloyd at 262-263. 
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5a23-5b10 (ἄπορον πῶς): Why the rotating celestial spheres, desiring (an) 
immobile mover(s), pursue not rest but motion. 


This aporia is discussed in three stages, in one diaporia immediately 
following (Diaporia 8), in a second following that (Diaporia 8.1), and 
in a later discussion at 7b23-8a7 (Diaporia 16.2). 


Diaporia 8 (5a25-28). Concerning desire, the aporia is how it can be 
that the celestial spheres, though possessed of a natural desire for the 
unmoved mover (as Aristotle claims), pursue, (contrary to all logic,) not 
rest but motion. (But leaving Aristotle aside,) why is it that this (i.e., the 
pursuit of motion) can be maintained, (in an even more manifestly illogical 
way,) at the same time with imitation this time, also by (Platonists and 
Pythagoreans)? For they, too, maintain that the numbers are the one (as 
being derived from it and unmoved like it, and hence the spheres should be 
imitating not motion but rest). 


This diaporia, stated in one sentence only as a rhetorical question, has 
presented difficulies of interpretation. An initial problem is how to un- 
derstand the semantic transition from Aristotle's theories (desire for the 
unmoved mover) to those of the Platonists and Pythagoreans (imitation 
of the one), and the precise rhetorical meaning of ti οὖν which opens the 
sentence. Is it an indirect criticism of Aristotle for having failed to base 
his theory of desire on a theory of imitation like the Platonists, as Laks & 
Most 36n42 suggest, or is it a rhetorical expression of indignation that not 
only Aristotle, with his theory of desire, failed to see the contradiction 
between the desire for the unmoved mover and the pursuit of motion 
rather than rest, but especially the Platonists, and in a manifestly more 
illogical manner, with their theory of imitation? The style in which this 
sentence is written, with the emphasis clearly laid on imitation, Gua τῇ 
μιμήσει, suggests the latter. 

The main difficulty, however, is presented by the elliptical nature of the 
final xai γάρ clause in the sentence. To understand it, it is imperative to 
follow Theophrastuss argument closely and especially the point he wishes 
to make. Having first stated the self-contradictory nature of Aristotle's 
theory of desire because of the discrepancy between the desire of the 
celestial bodies for the unmoved mover and their pursuit of motion 
rather than rest, with the next sentence Theophrastus now points out a 
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similar discrepancy in the views of those who uphold the one and the 
numbers as ultimate principles through whose imitation the heavenly 
bodies and, by extension, sensible things are in motion or come to be. 
As Ross 44 explains, the similarity “is that, whether we say that the 
sensible world ‘desires’ or that it ‘imitates’ the first principle, we should 
expect to find it in that case having the same characteristics as the 
first principle—not movement but rest.” The discrepancy in the case 
of Aristotle’s theory is obvious, in that the ultimate principle which is 
desired by the heavenly bodies is expressly identified as the “unmoved 
mover’, and hence whatever desires it should pursue not motion but rest, 
as Theophrastus says. In the case of those who uphold the one and the 
numbers as ultimate principles whose imitation brings about motion, the 
situation is not as clear. The discrepancy, in the case of those who uphold 
the one, is real only when the one is taken to be motionless, in which 
case those who claim that things both imitate the one and are in motion 
can justifiably be said to fall into contradiction. Now the one is unmoved 
(cf. the passage from Xenocrates cited in the Loci Paralleli: immutabile). 
The problem is with the position of those who uphold the numbers as 
ultimate principles: they can be said to fall into contradiction only if 
the numbers are, as first principles, unmoved. Theophrastus’s rhetorical 
question τί οὖν ... λέγουσιν claims that this discrepancy exists equally 
(ὁμοίως) in the position of those who uphold the numbers as it does 
in that of those who uphold the one, and the emphasis Theophrastus 
puts on the word ὁμοίως implies that the position that numbers as 
first principles are unmoved was not something that was known as 
commonly, or that people were willing to accept as readily, as that which 
claimed immobility for the one as principle. So the phrase with the 
word ὁμοίως points this out to the audience (“you know, Theophrastus 
is saying, "it is not only those who uphold the one who say that it is 
immobile and hence fall into this contradiction, but equally those who 
uphold the numbers”), and the following καὶ γάρ clause provides the 
explanation; καὶ γάρ explains ὁμοίως. In other words, the raison d'étre 
ofthe καὶ γάρ clause is to state or explain the immobility of the numbers, 
so that the discrepancy in the position of those who both say that things 
move or come to be in imitation of the numbers and at the same time 
claim that numbers are immobile can be real; in the context, the καὶ 
γάρ clause can have no other purpose. Thus Henrich (95) is right in 
pointing out that the καὶ γάρ clause refers not to the theory of imitation 
but to that of numbers (“ergänzt nicht die Theorie der μίμησις, sondern 
ausschliesslich die Zahlenlehre"). 
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If this is so, then the καὶ γάρ clause can be taken at its face value 
to mean, “for these people too say that the numbers are the one,” in 
the sense either that they are ultimately the one, being derived from 
it, and hence also unmoved, or that they are like the one, unmoved, a 
position ascribed to Xenocrates (fr. 16 Heinze; see the Loci Paralleli). The 
reference to Xenocrates would appear to be also behind the problematic 
passage in Aristotles Eudemian Ethics, 1218a24-28, as Brunschwig 1971, 
212-216, argues, where Aristotle says, οἱ ἀριϑμοὶ ἐφίενται, the numbers 
are impelled, presumably towards the one, though the transmitted text 
does not say so, despite the numerous attempts by scholars at emending 
it to do precisely that (Fritzsche, Richards, Ross; see Walzer and Mingay’s 
critical apparatus ad loc.). But regardless how scholarship resolves the 
object that is the goal of the numbers’ impulsion in this passage of the 
Eudemian Ethics, what is relevant for our (and Theophrastus’s) argument 
here is that if numbers are impelled and have desire, they must undergo 
some kind of κίνησις, change or movement, for they would have to 
have life—to say that they are lifeless is an “audacious” (παράβολος) 
and absurd statement, as Aristotle notes in criticizing this theory. Thus 
the implication that one would derive from such a theory, even if its 
adherents do not say (as Aristotle remarks) precisely how it is that 
numbers desire, is that numbers are moved. Theophrastus then would 
seem to be reacting to this implication of the theory about numbers, that 
they may be moved (in which case, the movement of sensible things in 
imitation of numbers would not be paradoxical, as Theophrastus wants to 
argue in the passage under discussion), and he accordingly stresses that 
this is not so, that even those (like Xenocrates?) who uphold the numbers 
say that they are the one, unmoved like it. 

If the point and force of Theophrastus’s argument here is as just de- 
scribed—to show that the numbers, when taken as principles, are just as 
unmoved as the one itself, so that the assumption of the generation of 
the moving sensible world through imitation of the immobile numbers 
would be contradictory, as Theophrastus claims—then the xoi yao clause 
cannot be assumed to have missing here an infinitive like μιμεῖσθαι or 
διώκειν ("for the latter themselves speak of the numbers as imitating the 
one, Ross, followed by Tricot; Theiler 1958, 103/293; Reale 1980, 394; 
Laks ὃς Most; for διώκειν see Skemp 1969, 218). Because if the numbers 
imitate or pursue the one, they are either unmoved like it or moved. But 
if they are moved—as one would expect them to be since the sensibles, 
which imitate the one, are also moved—then they themselves would 
be in motion, and thus when numbers act as principles and sensible 
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things imitate them, the resulting motion of the sensible things would 
not be contradictory, and hence the very point that Theophrastus wishes 
to make about imitation (imitation is untenable because imitation of 
unmoved principles cannot lead to movement) cannot be made. So if 
the numbers imitate or pursue the one, they must be unmoved. But 
this time the objection would be, if imitation leads to immobility when 
the numbers imitate the one, why does it lead to motion when sensible 
things imitate it or them? Thus in this case also Theophrastus cannot 
make the point he is making in the text because if numbers are unmoved 
this means that imitation does work, at least in the case of the numbers 
imitating or pursuing the one, and he would then have to discuss and 
explain the special circumstances concerning sensible things, in whose 
case imitation does not work. But neither does Theophrastus enter into 
such a discussion nor is there any indication that he wishes to take the 
argument there. Thus the point of the καὶ γάρ clause cannot be imitation 
(or pursuit) because it does not fit the argument that Theophrastus is 
making here, and the clause cannot be read by assuming a missing 
infinitive μιμεῖσϑαι or διώκειν. 

Van Raalte (and, following her, Henrich and Dillon 2002, 178 and 
note 11) does not think that wueiodou or διώκειν is the missing word 
here either, but she offers an emendation of the text whose upshot is that 
it coalesces the two positions, that of those who uphold the one and that 
of those who uphold the numbers, which, though in the right direction, 
misses the point about the motion of the numbers. She records a possi- 
ble emendation of the text on the suggestion of van Ophuijsen, καὶ yao 
αὐτοὶ (ot) τοὺς ἀρυϑμοὺς (sc. λέγοντες) φασιν (sc. εἶναι) τὸ ἕν, which 
she translates as, "for the adherents of the numbers themselves too pos- 
tulate the One" (“For those who favour numbers also postulate the One,” 
Dillon 2002, 177). The emendation is quite ingenious, because palaeo- 
graphically plausible, but it cannot be entertained not only because it 
does not fit the analysis of the argument as stated above, but also on 
stylistic grounds. First, the repetition of οἱ τοὺς ἀριϑμοὺς (sc. λέγοντες), 
whether with or without λέγοντες, right after ὅσοι τοὺς ἀριϑμοὺς λέ- 
γουσιν, which is already repeated in αὐτοί, would be more than unbear- 
ably pleonastic, it would be untenable. Second, if Theophrastus wanted 
to say what van Raalte wants him to say in her reconstructed sentence, 
he would simply have said, καὶ γὰρ αὐτοί φασιν εἶναι τὸ Év, or even just 
καὶ γὰρ αὐτοί φασιν τὸ £v. The presence of τοὺς ἀριϑμούς in the clause, 
just four words after they have already been used in the sentence, makes 
it clear that Theophrastus wants to say something different about them, 
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not use them in the same phrase as before, and according to the analysis 
I offered above, it is precisely the fact of their immobility that he wants 
to stress. 


Diaporia 8.1 (5a28-5b10). If the heavenly bodies have impulsion or desire, 
then they must have soul; and if they have soul, then they must have 
movement in the form of thought, but also of desire, which springs from 
thought. Thus the movement of the soul in the form of thought and desire 
is primary, whereas the rotating movement of the spheres, if it is caused by 
desire for the prime mover, is secondary. Hence the prime mover cannot be 
the cause of the best movement (because it would be contrary to the implied 
endoxon in this Aporia that the first must be the best). 


Theophrastuss argument at 5b7-10 would appear to be addressed at 
Aristotles Metaphysics A 8, 1072a26, where the ὀρεχτόν causes directly 
the circular movement of the spheres, without explaining how this actu- 
ally works." So Theophrastus’s objection claims that the ὀρεκτόν does 
not cause directly the circular movement, but it moves the soul, or even 
better, the intellect; and it is the soul or intellect, which are the best of 
things as principles (as Aristotle was later to state in De anima 410b12- 
15), that cause the circular movement through the ὄρεξις they develop 
for the first. Aristotle responds to this criticism by developing in the later 
in date De anima the mechanism of the causation of movement. In T 
10, 433513-21, he says there are three things:? (1) that which causes 
movement, which is subdivided into (1a) that which is unmoved (i.e., 
the good to be achieved by action) and (1b) that which causes move- 
ment and is itself moved (i.e., the faculty of desire, for actual desiring is 
a movement); (2) that with which it causes it (i.e., the corporeal organ 
by which desire causes movement); and (3) that which is moved (i.e., 
the animal). Thus Aristotle qualifies his earlier position that there can be 
no self-movement by saying that “it is by virtue of having desire that an 
animal moves itself” (433b27-28; Ross 1961, 315). In this fashion what 
the unmoved mover sets in motion is not the circular movement of the 
spheres but the desiring movement in their souls, and it is this desiring 
movement which in turn sets them in circular motion. This means that 
Theophrastus could not have written his diaporia in this passage the way 


12 Only Berti 2002, 349, thinks that Theophrastus is here using a doctrine by Plato 
against Platos followers. 
13 Borrowing freely Ross’s rendition of the argument in his De Anima 1961, 315. 
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he has if the De anima had already been written, for it seems that the 
passage in the De anima is an actual response to this difficulty raised by 
Theophrastus. 

Grumach 1966, 51-54 and 62-64, first associated this diaporia by 
Theophrastus with the De anima passages from Aristotle and drew out 
its implications for the position of the Stoa (Grumach’s arguments were 
summarized by Reale 1980, 384-385); Reale 1964, 37-55 (and especially 
46-50), then discussed it at length. The issue of the movement of the 
celestial souls due to desire, which became subsequently standard Peri- 
patetic doctrine, was thus first raised by Theophrastus, as pointed out by 
I.M. Bodnar in a written communication to G. Endress, who reports it 
in “Alexander Arabus on the First Cause,” in C. D'Ancona and G. Serra, 
eds, Aristotele e Alessandro di Afrodisia nella tradizione araba, Padova: Il 
Poligrafo, 2002, 41. 


5a26 The referent of the pronoun £xeivo here has been much discussed, 
unnecessarily, it seems; for the various theories see van Raalte 184-185 
and the summary by Henrich 92-93. The most natural way to read the 
sentence, in the rhetorical sweep of the argument, is to take the neuter 
pronoun to point to what Theophrastus has just said (ἐκεῖνο referring, 
as it normally does, “to what has gone immediately before,” LSJ s.v.), viz., 
the whole statement (and not just one word) that sensibles "pursue not 
rest but motion" (ov τὴν ἠρεμίαν διώκουσιν ἀλλὰ τὴν κίνησιν). Without 
any hint of having had difficulty, Ishaq also understood it in this way, 
"this statement” (hada l-qawl). There is danger in disregarding the regular 
meaning of words and coming up with ad hoc “rules,” as Ross 45 does 
when he says that Theophrastus “tends to revert to the neuter when he is 
referring to anything inanimate;” see below the commentary at 6b16-17. 


5b3 yuy ... ὑπάρχειν] This brief sentence has exercised all students of 
Theophrastuss work, including Ishaq. The problem has been both the 
case in which the opening word, ψυχή, is to be read, and the proper 
understanding of the word ἅμα and the correct appreciation of the 
emphasis indicated by its position in the word order. The Greek manu- 
scripts and the Latin translation have ψυχή in the nominative, except for 
C, which has both ψυχήν and χίνησιν in the accusative, an obvious (and 
negligible) scribal emendation intended to read δοκεῖ as impersonal. If, 
then, ψυχή is read in the nominative (as done by Wimmer and van Raalte 
following the Greek manuscripts), it has to be taken together with xt- 
νησις, in which case the sentence could yield two possible understand- 
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ings of ἅμα: (1) ψυχὴ & ἅμα καὶ χίνησις δοκοῦσιν badceyew!' where 
adverbial ἅμα nuances the conjunction καί,’ and (2) ψυχὴ δὲ καὶ xi- 
νησις δοχοῦσιν ἅμα ὑπάρχειν, where adverbial ἅμα modifies ὑπάρχειν. 
Version (1) would mean, “Soul together with movement seem to exist,” 
which may be an inelegant way of saying what version (2) says, “Soul 
and movement seem to exist together,’ or, as understood by van Raalte: 
“Soul seems to be coexistent with movement.” Next, if yuyTj is read in the 
dative, as originally corrected by Usener (1861) and accepted by all mod- 
ern editors, then we have essentially one way to understand the sentence, 
(3) ἅμα δὲ δοχεῖ καὶ κίνησις ὑπάρχειν ψυχῇ, where adverbial ἅμα mod- 
ἥπες δοκεῖ ὑπάρχειν, with the dative ψυχῇ complementing ὑπάρχειν but 
placed first in the sentence because of emphasis. The meaning would be, 
“At the same time movement also seems to pertain to soul” (as in the 
translation of Laks & Most). Laks & Most 38n46 mention another pos- 
sibility of reading the sentence, namely, (4) δοκεῖ δ᾽ ἅμα (τῇ) ψυχῇ καὶ 
κίνησις ὑπάρχειν, where prepositional ἅμα is directly connected with 
ψυχῇ in the dative, and meaning, “It seems that movement also exists 
together with soul.” It would be difficult to maintain this because of the 
position of ψυχῇ preceding ἅμα in the original sentence’ and because 
one would have expected an article before ψυχῇ» though if this were to 
be the reading, ψυχῇ © ἅμα would echo μετὰ ψυχῆς in 5b1 and yield 
a parallel meaning. In any case, Ishaq did understand the sentence as in 
version (4), translating, “It seems with the existence of the soul [there 
is] motion" (for a discussion of this version see the corresponding com- 
mentary in the Arabic translation). It is clear that Ishaq read in his Greek 
exemplar, ¥, ψυχῇ in the dative, which corroborates Usener's conjecture. 

The course of the argument, which may indicate which alternative 
reading of those offered above is most likely to be correct, is the following: 
Theophrastus starts with the position of Aristotle, that the heavenly bod- 
ies desire the unmoved mover. From this he derives the following con- 
sequences. If the heavenly bodies have desire, then they must have soul 


14 [n this reconstruction of the sentence it is necessary to use the plural form, δοκοῦ- 
σιν; in the actual text, as van Raalte 193 suggests, the singular δοκεῖ can be explained by 
the fact that it precedes the second subject, κίνησις. In Theophrastus, in fact, δοκεῖ does 
precede a plural subject when it consists of a series of singular nouns, e.g., δοκεῖ δ᾽ ἢ àv- 
δράχλη καὶ ὃ χόμαρος τὰ μὲν κάτω φυλλοβολεῖν, HP 1.9.3, line ο; cf. HP 1.9.7, line 2; 
11.1.3, line 6, etc. 

15 Cf. van Raalte’s apposite citation, 193, of examples for this usage, including the one 
from HP V.4.2, ἰσχυρὸν ἅμα καὶ εὔεργον τὸ ξύλον. 

16 A search in the TLG data base revealed no instances in Theophrastus where prepo- 
sitional ἅμα follows the noun to which it is attached in the dative. 
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(5a28-5b2). But if they have soul, then they must also have movement 
(503). There follows a brief parenthetical section (ζωὴ γάρ ... γίνονται, 
5b3-7) explaining the statement just made, i.e., the connection between 
movement and soul: soul implies movement just as desire implied soul 
precisely because desire is movement of the soul; as a matter of fact, 
Theophrastus argues, desires for all objects, as well as sensations and, as 
he is going to say a few lines later, thoughts, are all movements of the soul. 
So, the argument then resumes, if the unmoved mover were really the 
cause of circular movement, it would not be the cause of the best move- 
ment because these other movements of the soul, and especially thought, 
would be better and prior, because thought gave rise to the desire for the 
unmoved mover to begin with. Thus, the conclusion is that “what is put 
forward as the cause of movement (i.e., the impulse [or desire]) presup- 
poses the existence of movement,” that of the soul in the form of thought 
(Ross 46). Hence Aristotle's theory of the unmoved mover as the original 
source of movement cannot stand. 

As for the significance of ἅμα and xai in this understanding of the 
Greek in line 5b3, it appears that Theophrastus is saying that movement 
also seems at the same time as desire to pertain to soul, because, in fact, 
as he explains later, desire is a movement of the soul. Thus the force and 
purpose of the sentence in 5b3 is not to say that soul and movement 
co-exist (versions 1 and 2),!7 or that movement exists together with soul 
(version 4, assuming it is a viable reading), but that just as desire pertains 
to soul, so does at the same time and a fortiori movement (version 3), 
because desire is, in fact, a movement of the soul. 


5b4 ἀφ᾽ ἧς] In the parenthetical section (ζωὴ γάρ ... γίνονται, 5b3- 
7) the tone and the references are set by the opening clause, ζωὴ yao 
τοῖς ἔχουσιν, whose subject is understood to be ψυχή, as universally 
acknowledged, reading ζωὴ γὰρ ἡ ψυχὴ τοῖς ἔχουσιν αὐτήν (or, as 
Skemp 1969, 218, has it, ζωὴ γὰρ τοῖς ἔχουσιν ἡ ψυχή ἐστιν). This 
being the case, the antecedent of the feminine pronoun in ἀφ’ ἧς must 
necessarily be ψυχή because it is closer to the understood ψυχή in the 
immediately preceding clause than to χίνησις in the clause before that 
(pace Ross 47; cf. van Raalte 199: "Like ζωή in the preceding parenthesis, 


17 This is also indicated by Theophrastus' choice of particles. He has just said at 2 
that things in motion have soul, so if he meant to repeat or explain this in the next 
line at 5b3 by saying that soul and motion co-exist, he would (or should) have used an 
explanatory particle like γάρ rather than the oppositional δέ in ψυχῇ δ᾽ 
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ἀφ’ ἧς refers to ψυχή”). As for the force of the preposition ἀπό in ἀφ’ ἧς, 
it is similar to what Aristotle says when he talks about the affections of 
the soul as movements reaching to it and starting from it (ἀπ᾽ ἐκείνης), 
De anima 408b13-18 (see the Loci Paralleli). 


δυό ὡς ἐμψύχοις. The Greek exemplar (¥) used by Ishaq had, ὅμως ὡς 
ἐμψύχοις γίνονται (illa annahä ‘ala hälin tunsabu ilā anna lahä anfu- 
san), with the ὡς disappearing through haplography in the extant Greek 
manuscripts. Thus the correct text is as Usener (1861) had originally 
suggested, ὅμως ὡς ἐμψύχοις γίνονται. The presence of ὡς in W makes 
Ross’s emendation, £v yvy, untenable. Besides, it is difficult to imagine 
that the textual corruption would go from the lectio facilior, £v ψυχῇ» to 
the lectio difficilior, ἔμψυχοι, in all the manuscripts. The dative in ἐμφύ- 
χοις is indicated by the Arabic tunsabu ilā, the phrase literally meaning, 
"jn a state (‘ala halin = wc) that pertains (tunsabu = -οις) to the fact that 
they have souls (ἐμψύχ-)7 

If it is certain that W read ὡς ἐμψύχοις, it is also clear that it is the 
correct reading for it makes good sense. Theophrastuss point is that soul 
is the active agent, which through desire initiates motion. He introduces 
sense perception to make the further point that even when a body is 
supposed to be passive when it receives influences from others, as in 
sensation, yet nevertheless this being affected happens to it only insofar 
as it is an ensouled body. So the primacy for initiating both action and 
being acted upon belongs to the soul, and a prime mover can accordingly 
not be the primary mover. 


5b7 ei δ᾽ οὖν indicates that the parenthetical remarks (ζωὴ γάρ ... 
γίνονται, 5b3-7; see above, comment on 5b3) have come to an end and 
Theophrastus is returning to his main argument, where he left it off at 
5b3, χίνησις ὑπάρχειν. This also explains why Theophrastus can take for 
granted that χίνησις would be immediately understood to be referred to 
in τῆς χυκλικῆς without the need to repeat the word. The force of the 
particles is, as Laks & Most 38n50 indicate with reference to Denniston 
465, a disapproving statement ofa position that is not acceptable. For this 
use of εἰ δ᾽ οὖν see above the comment at 4417. 


5b8 κρεῖττον] The neuter here is the lectio difficilior and present in three 
of the four independent witnesses (in PJ and W); it is certainly correct. 
Naturally one would have expected the feminine form, xoeittwv (and 
Burnikel 121 recommends it as the preferable reading), since in the text 
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ἢ (κίνησις) τῆς ψυχῆς is feminine, and κρεῖττον is taken to refer to xi- 
νησις (for the different interpretation of Ishaq see the corresponding 
note), but Theophrastus is using here an impersonal construction (and 
the translations should accordingly reflect this). But to the scribes of the 
later manuscripts (including A, Bartholomew' exemplar) the impersonal 
construction did not sound natural and the word was accordingly “cor- 
rected” to the feminine form. 


5b9 πρώτη δὴ καὶ μάλιστα] The expression, relatively common in clas- 
sical texts, is usually fully adverbial, πρῶτον xai μάλιστα, as in Plato 
(Philebus 15e4, Charmides 157a1, Republic 377d8, 406b1, 41503, etc.), 
and means something very much like the English "first and foremost" 
(suggested but not adopted by van Raalte 218), where “foremost,” just 
like μάλιστα, emphasizes importance rather than numerical order (“most 
importantly" Websters Third New International Dictionary). The inflec- 
tionality of the first word in Greek, however, as opposed to English, lends 
the expression flexibility and adaptability to context. Thus Aristotle, for 
example, can use the regular adverbial suffix rather than the neuter form 
in the Categories 2411 (οὐσία δέ ἐστιν ἢ κυριώτατά τε καὶ πρώτως xai 
μάλιστα λεγομένη), while Theophrastus uses it here (πρώτη) as an adjec- 
tive modifying χίνησις. Exactly parallel is the use in his HP VIIL1,2.4: 
ὧραι δὲ τοῦ σπόρου τῶν πλείστων δύο: πρώτη μὲν καὶ μάλιστα ἡ περὶ 
Πλειάδος δύσιν, where Hort translates (p. 143), “There are two seasons 
for sowing most of them; the first and most important is about the setting 
of the Pleiad? 


Aporia 9 


5b10-18 (ἄν τις ἐπιζητήσειεν διὰ τί, πότερον ... ἤ): Why are the heav- 
enly bodies alone actuated by an impulsion or desire (for the unmoved 
mover and hence, by implication, move in a circle), while the sublunar ele- 
ments are not? 


The assumption behind this Aporia is that everything that is actuated 
by a desire for the first would move with a circular motion (Laks & 
Most 39n53); since the sublunar elements manifestly do not, despite their 
capacity for motion, they must accordingly not be so actuated. Ross 47, 
followed by Tricot 10n2, suggests that this objection of Theophrastus is 
invalid. 
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Diaporia 9. (In answer to the question, Theophrastus argues that) this can 
be either because the sublunar elements are unreceptive of and unconnected 
with the first principle (with the implication that this would go against the 
principle of connectedness established through the endoxon in Aporia 2), or 
because the first principle is too weak to infuence them, which is impossible 
according to the endoxon established in Aporia 5: the first principle, which 
is divine, is stronger than Zeus. 


5b11 ἐφετικός, formed from the verbal adjective ἐφετός of ἐφίεμαι, is 
attested only here in all of extant classical and Hellenistic Greek; after 
Theophrastus it is first encountered in Clement (Stromateis V.5.28) and 
Hippolytus (Refutatio omnium haeresium V.20.2-3). Subsequent uses 
are either legal (court appeals) or grammatical (expressing desire). As 
properly defined by LSJ, it means here “actuated by impulsion/desire;" 
with reference to motion, which is at the center of discussion in this 
passage. The point Theophrastus is making (cf. Ross 47) is thatif we admit 
that both celestial and terrestrial bodies are impelled towards (ἐφετικά) 
the prime mover, then we cannot explain why the former move with a 
circular and the latter with a linear motion. So in order to avoid having 
the same impulsion lead inexplicably to two different kinds of motion, 
ἐφετικά must apply to only one of the two kinds of bodies, celestial and 
terrestrial, as an explanation of their motion. But since terrestrial bodies 
are manifestly actuated by a host of causes other than a desire for the 
prime mover (if they are moved by this desire at all), then the inevitable 
conclusion is that only the celestial bodies are actuated by this impulsion 
(τὰ χυχλικὰ μόνον ἐφετικά). 


5b14 τοῦτό γ᾽ ἄτοπον] For ἄτοπον see the comment at 5a17. Τοῦτο 
refers to the immediately preceding alternative, i.e., to the latter alterna- 
tive, that the first does not get through to the sublunar world, but restated 
with the added explanation why not. Thus Theophrastus restates the lat- 
ter alternative in the form of a conditional sentence, as follows: “if the 
first did not get through to the sublunar world because of its own weak- 
ness, then this (τοῦτό y), i.e. that it doesn't get through, would make 
no sense, because the first cannot be weak, as the following γάρ clause 
explains; the Greek intended would be, εἰ δι’ ἀσϑένειαν οὐ διικνεῖται τὸ 
πρῶτον, ἄτοπον. The particle γ᾽ emphasizes the pronoun it follows (as 
it preponderantly does in Greek literature; cf. Denniston 121-123), and 
in this way Theophrastus eliminates the second of the two alternatives 
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he mentions in the πότερον clause so that he can turn his attention in 
ἀλλὰ λοιπόν (5b18) to the former alternative. The alternative that the 
first principle, because of weakness, cannot “get through to,” or influ- 
ence, the sublunar world is not attributed by Theophrastus to anyone; 
Happ 1971, 766n430 does not think that Theophrastus had any particu- 
lar philosopher in mind but rather used the argument by way of exam- 


ple. 


5017 Jaeger 1948, 357 and note 2, associates Theophrastus’s quotation of 
this Homeric line with that by Aristotle in MA 699b37-700a2, but the 
context is not similar, as he and also Ross 47 and van Raalte 1988, 199, 
claim (cf. Laks & Most 39n54); see the commentary by Nussbaum 1985, 
320-321. 


5b18 ἀλλά here, as in 5a1, is progressive (Denniston 21-22; cf. van 
Raalte 228); it continues the argument by directing attention to the 
first alternative which has not been discussed yet (ἀδύνατα in 5b13): 
“So, since the second alternative is impossible, there remains only the 
first" The combination ἀλλὰ λοιπόν has a curious history in Greek. It is 
extraordinary that in all classical and Hellenistic literature it is attested 
in our extant sources only in these two passages in Theophrastus; this 
would tend to indicate that ἀλλά and λοιπόν, having maintained their 
individual meanings and not coalesced into a single expression, just did 
not happen to have been used together in the extant Greek writings. After 
Theophrastus the expression occurs first in Herodianus (Περὶ ῥημάτων, 
in A. Lentz, Grammatici Graeci, Leipzig: Teubner 1870, III,2.804), and 
then, with greater frequency in later literature, especially in the Christian 
Greek of the Church Fathers. By then the word λοιπόν had acquired its 
later (and present) meaning as particle, “so, then,’ and the combination 
ἀλλὰ λοιπόν would appear to have meant, “So then, what is left next to 
discuss.” 


5b18 ἀσύνδετον] Margoliouth 1892, 196, first noted that the Arabic 
translation indicates that the reading was ἀσύνδετον, as correctly pro- 
posed by Usener 1890 in his apparatus, instead of the reading ἀσύνϑε- 
tov transmitted in the extant Greek manuscripts and the Greek exemplar 
(A) of the Latin translation (which, however, was defended by Henrich 
98, “nicht Zusammengesetztes”). Usener also pointed out in his appara- 
tus that ἀσύνδετον would refer to τὸ μέσον as the subject. The implied 
connection with συναφή mentioned at the outset (Aporia 2) is obvious. 
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5b19-6a5 (ζητήσειεν ἄν τις πῶς, πότερον ... N): Is the sublunary world 
part of the universe? If it is (which it must be according to the endoxon in 
Aporia 2), how is it part? 


Diaporia 10 (5b21-26). The available theories do not provide the answer: 
they do not explain how the rotations of the heavenly spheres bring about 
changes in the sublunary world, for such changes seem to come about 
accidentally. 


This aporia with its diaporia, together with those at 6a5-14, 10a10-16, 
and 11b17 raise the question of the composition, in terms of their ele- 
mental structure, of the supralunar and the sublunar worlds, and in par- 
ticular the issue whether Theophrastus accepted Aristotle's position on 
the fifth element, ether. The lengthy discussions on the whole issue are 
summarized by Sharples 1998, 88-94. A particularly subtle and illumi- 
nating recent analysis is that by Bodnar 2002. 


Diaporia 10.1 (5b26-6a5). Some claim that the first, or the best, produces 
only what is best. However, the sublunary elements not only lack rotation 
(as discussed in Aporia 9), which is considered an effect from the first (and 
the best) in the case of the heavenly spheres, but even if they had had it it 
would not have been the best possible outcome of what the first produced. 
Besides, if only the best came out of the best, there would have been no 
differentiation among the things that were produced by the first and best. 


The precise thrust of this diaporia and its position in the argument 
have been difficult to determine. All scholars until van Raalte took it to 
follow directly upon 5b7-10 (the last part of Diaporia 8.1), before the 
interruption of the flow of the argument by the two Aporiae 9 and 10 on 
the sublunary world (5b10-26). Van Raalte, and following her, Henrich, 
on the other hand, see it as continuing the discussion about the sublunary 
world (i.e., in Aporia 10). This makes a difference, because the ambiguity 
depends on the unexpressed subject of ἐκωλύετο in 5b28: the former 
group of scholars take it, judging by their translations, to be (presumably) 
τὰ κυκλικά (i.e., the heavenly spheres), while the latter take it (explicitly) 
to be τὰ περὶ τὸ μέσον in 5b12 (van Raalte 237, Henrich 99). Although 
both sides seem to have good arguments, the latter are almost certainly 
right. 
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Apart from the breakdown of the text in explicit aporiae by Theophras- 
tus himself, which make Diaporia 10.1 part of Aporia 10, as I present the 
text, there are primarily philological considerations. The two interven- 
ing Aporiae 9 and 10 on the sublunary world (5b10-26) are too long, 
even for Theophrastus’s elliptical style, to allow him to refer, without any 
explicit word or other hint, to a preceding subject (và κυκλικά, 5a16, 
repeated in 5b11) in another aporia and bypass the one (τὰ περὶ τὸ µέ- 
σον, 5b12) about which the discussion had been progressing for some 
time. Furthermore, Theophrastus introduces this Diaporia 10.1 (5b26- 
6a5) with εἰ δέ (5b26), which normally indicates a continuation of the 
immediately preceding argument with the addition of a new considera- 
tion, but not a change of subject; see the use of ei δέ in 5a28 and 5b7. 
For a change of subject, or a new line of thought, Theophrastus uses 
explicit language, as at the beginning of Aporia 9, 5b10-11 (τοῦτ᾽ ἄν 
τις ἐπιζητήσειεν), etc. Indeed, when Theophrastus is finished with Dia- 
poria 10.1 about the sublunary elements at 6a5, he marks the begin- 
ning of a new Aporia 11 with a similar expression, τόδε Ö ἄν τις ἴσως 
ἀπορήσειεν (6a5-6). Finally, in order to allow no room for misunder- 
standing, he refers to his new subject—or his reversion to the old one 
in Diaporia 8.1 (5b7-10)—in explicit terms: αὐτὸν τὸν πρῶτον οὗρα- 
νόν. 

Another point, though not necessarily binding, is of historical signifi- 
cance. In the Arabic translation, what must have been manifestly a gloss, 
marginal or otherwise, has entered into the text, which identifies the sub- 
ject of the verb in question (ἐκωλύετο): “He means the bodies about 
the center.” Since this gloss is incorporated into the text copied by the 
scribe at-Tikriti and not a marginal note by some subsequent (i.e., post 
11th century) reader of the Tehran manuscript, it means that the gloss 
was either added by some member of the 10th-11th century Baghdad 
Aristotelians, from whom at-Tikriti received his exemplar of the text he 
copied (Part I, Chapter 3.1), or by the translator himself, Ishaq. In either 
case there is a very good possibility that it goes back to a Greek marginal 
gloss in the Greek manuscript tradition or even in manuscript W itself. 
And since Theophrastuss text went unnoticed in Greek philosophical 
history, this gloss (and a couple of others in the Arabic translation) con- 
stitutes the only commentary we have on the text from the ancient tradi- 
tion. If the gloss, then, goes back to a Greek source, it demands our abso- 
lute attention; if it is due to Ishaq or a Baghdad Aristotelian, it demands 
no less attention: they were as close to the late antique philosophical tra- 
dition as we can get, and they were astute. 
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In addition, arguments from content also indicate that Diaporia 10.1 
(5b26-6a5) still refers to the sublunary world and not to the heavenly 
spheres. In the first place, the whole passage on the sublunary world, and 
its rectilinear as opposed to circular movement, cannot but be related 
to Aristotle's De generatione et corruptione B 10, and especially 336b25- 
33727. This whole chapter in Aristotle is about the generation and cor- 
ruption ofthe things “about the center" (ἐν τῷ περὶ τὸ μέσον τόπῳ, intro- 
duced in the preceding chapter, 335a25), in which Aristotle argues that 
“in all things nature desires the better” (336b27-28, see the Loci Paral- 
leli), a statement reflecting Theophrastuss τὰ ἄριστα βουλόμενον (642). 
Now for Aristotle nature is the same as god; a few lines further down 
in the same passage he refers to the same subject that always desires the 
better, φύσις, as god, θεός (336b32), and in De Caelo 271a33 he says as 
much: 6 ϑεὸς καὶ ἡ φύσις οὐδὲν μάτην ποιοῦσιν. In the passage from 
De generatione et corruptione Aristotle then tries to explain that some 
things, obviously those in the sublunar world, cannot enjoy the kind of 
existence enjoyed by the rotating heavenly bodies because they are “too 
far removed from the first principle" (διὰ τὸ πόρρω τῆς ἀρχῆς ἀφίστα- 
0004, 336b30-31), echoing Theophrastus's οὐ δυκνουμένου τοῦ πρώτου 
(5b13-14). Because of this they cannot move in a circle and hence are not 
eternal, since the only motion that is eternal is the circular one. However, 
Aristotle continues, god “strung together" (συνείροιτο, 336b33, echoing 
Theophrastuss main concern about συναφή in this Essay), or provided 
continuity between the heavenly and sublunar realms by making perpet- 
ual (ἐνδελεχῆ, 336b32) not individual sublunar beings but their gener- 
ation and corruption instead, and thus bringing them most close to the 
immortality of the supernal beings by granting them eternal generation. 
Now the agent of generation and corruption is the circular motion, and it 
is this which sublunar beings imitate by coming-to-be and passing-away, 
and in this fashion, Aristotle concludes, “it is by imitating circular motion 
that rectilinear motion [of the sublunar bodies] too is continuous” (GC 
33787, CWA 552). 

It is noteworthy that in this passage Aristotle satisfies at least three 
of Theophrastuss concerns, or objections, regarding the cosmic signifi- 
cance of circular motion. First, he establishes that not only the rotating 
bodies are actuated by desire and hence move in a circle (διὰ τί và χυχλι- 
xà μόνον ἐφετικά, 5b11) but also sublunar bodies, which desire to imi- 
tate the circular motion; the difference though, is that their rectilinear 
motion ends in circular generation and regeneration of their species, not 
in circular motion for the individual. Second, it is not ἄτοπον that the 
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first principle appears to be unable to get through and influence sublu- 
nar life; the reason that this appears so is the great astronomical distance 
separating the first principle from the sublunar world, which dilutes the 
effect. However, god’s desire for the best sees to it that sublunar things 
too enjoy immortality in species by perpetual generation and corruption. 
Third, sublunar bodies have not been “pushed away” from the things held 
in highest honor (ἀπεωσμένα τῶν ἐντιμοτάτων, as Theophrastus says, 
5b21-22) like circular motion, and circular motion is not accidentally 
causing their changes; to the contrary, god made generation of sublunar 
bodies perpetual (336b32) by making circular motion the agent of gen- 
eration and corruption. Aristotle makes the point explicitly: "Ihe cause 
of this [perpetual generation] as we have often said, is circular motion; 
for that is the only motion which is continuous" (337a1, CWA 552). The 
final and major point that this whole discussion in Aristotle makes is that 
there is coherence (συνειρµός, 336b3 3) between the supralunar and sub- 
lunar worlds, “because that coming-to-be should itself come-to-be per- 
petually is the closest approximation to eternal being" (336b33-34, CWA 
552), which should satisfy Theophrastus’s concerns about lack of ovvagń 
between the two worlds. 

The trend of this passage in De generatione et corruptione is such that 
it makes it difficult to assume that Theophrastus could have written what 
he did in this passage had he known this particular Aristotelian text, 
because it seems clear that Aristotle is responding to Theophrastus, not 
that Theophrastus is objecting to Aristotle's theories. This understanding 
of the passages involved has implications for the relative dates of com- 
position of Aristotles De generatione et corruptione and Theophrastuss 
Essay; see above, Part I, Chapter 1.1. 

To resume the discussion about Diaporia 10.1 in Theophrastus (5b26- 
6a5) and that it refers to the sublunary world and not to the heavenly 
spheres, a final point in support of this position needs to be considered. 
Theophrastus says that the argument of the philosopher who claims 
that the first, or prime mover, wishes, and hence effectuates, only what 
is best would require that everything, i.e., both heavenly spheres and 
the sublunary world, be identical or little differentiated, and among the 
best (6a3-5). The unstated conclusion of this argument is that evidently 
all things are neither identical nor the best, and thus the claim of that 
philosopher is invalid. Now if this passage were referring to the heavenly 
spheres, this objection would not hold: the spheres, if not identical, are 
nevertheless little differentiated from each other, and they certainly are 
among the best (ἐν üototoıs)—the belief in the divinity of the spheres 
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was commonplace. Hence the ἅπανθ᾽ in 6a4 cannot refer to the spheres 
and neither does ἐκωλύετο, and so the passage is most naturally to be 
taken to be continuing the discussion about the sublunary world. 

The two Aporiae 9 and 10 with Diaporia 10.1 (5b10-6a5) therefore 
neatly summarize the status of, and hence the problem about accounting 
for, the sublunary world, in three stages: (a) Aristotles theory of the 
heavenly circular movement by means of desire for the unmoved mover 
does not hold because the sublunary world does not have this movement, 
and since it does not, it means either that the first does not penetrate 
in its influence to the sublunary world or that the sublunary world is 
unreceptive and unconnected. Since the first is absurd, the sublunary 
world is unconnected, and hence Aristotles theory cannot explain the 
entire universe. (b) This presupposes a previous and related aspect of the 
same problem, whether the sublunary world is part of the universe or 
not, and if so, how it is connected. The Aristotelian theory that says that 
it is connected insofar as the circular movements of the heavenly spheres 
(5b24-25) cause the changes in the elements is at best dubious because 
no direct connection can be established between the circular movements 
and those changes: it appears that the connection is at best accidental 
(κατὰ συμβεβηκός, 5b24); and thus this theory cannot explain the entire 
universe either. (c) The theory (patently of Plato in the Timaeus, given 
the similar wording; see the Loci Paralleli) that explains the connection 
between the first and the sublunary world by saying that the best does 
only what is best is patently and evidently an invalid exaggeration that has 
not been properly thought out (ὑπερβατὸν xai ἀζήτητον). For all these 
reasons, there is no theory that satisfactorily explains the connection 
between the first and the sublunary world. 


5b23 συμβαίνει, the reading universally attested in all witnesses, was 
corrected into λαμβάνει by Usener 1861, a plausible conjecture as the 
mistake would have happened “in anticipation of" the following ovue- 
βηκός (Usener 1861 and note 1, Laks & Most 6n58). Συμβαίνει, how- 
ever, sometimes with the omission of the infinitive εἶναι or γίγνεσθαι, 
is regular Theophrastean style and is to be retained (see the parallel pas- 
sages cited by van Raalte 233-234 and her reference to Hindenlang); it is 
not one of the primitive errors of the Neoplatonic archetype, as listed by 
Fobes, p. xxvii. 


5b25 εἰς τοὺς τόπους appears slightly ambiguous, again because of 
Theophrastus’s elliptical style. But it is clear that Theophrastus is speaking 
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of the sublunary elements and their movements into the places where 
they would naturally tend (up or down) when not forced into the oppo- 
site direction. The article has a distributive function, “towards the place 
where each of them goes” when not forced (van Raalte 234-235). Sim- 
ilar is the use in Plato, Phaedo 1126, καὶ εἰς τοὺς τόπους ἕχαστα 
ἀφικνούμενα εἰς οὓς ἑκάστοις ὡδοποίηται, different streams of water 
“find their way to their several places” (Jowett); of course, in Plato’s full 
style εἰς τοὺς τόπους is further modified by the following εἰς οὓς xá- 
στοις ὡδοποίηται, but one could supply in the passage of Theophrastus 
the phrase, εἰς οὓς τείνουσιν. Ishaq had the right idea: “from place to 
place.” 


6a1-2 πάντα ... βουλόμενον] As it is, this participial clause can only 
mean “willing everything that is best;" there is no justification in the text 
or the meaning to take βουλόμενον circumstantially as a participium 
coniunctum and then be forced to add a supposedly understood main 
verb like “does” or “operates” (πράττει, van Raalte 239); in any case, 
not much is gained by this reading: “willing everything that is best" 
means roughly the same as van Raaltes preferred reading, "operates 
wishing all things to be the best.” Even more inaccurate is the predicative 
interpretation of τὰ ἄριστα, “vuole che tutte le cose siano ottime" (Reale 
1964, 173; Tricot); if that were the meaning, the Greek should have read, 
τὰ πάντα ἄριστα. 

Jaeger 1948, 451n4, sees in this statement, which he takes to repre- 
sent the views of Theophrastus, as reflecting Aristotle’s theory of a self- 
thinking mind in Met. A 7. 


6a3 ἀζήτητον is passive, equivalent to où ζητηϑέν, “not having been 
[properly] looked into,’ “unexamined” (cf. ἀμύητος, “uninitiated,” 
ἄκλαυτος “not wept for” [Sophocles, Antigone 847]), but not in the sense 
of o? ζητητέον, “not to be looked for, as in all the translators’ versions; 
and it certainly does not mean “transcendental,” as in the interpretation 
of Jaeger 1948, 349. What is meant here is that whoever made such a 
hyperbolic statement did not properly investigate its logical coherence 
before making it, and thus there ensues the absurd position stated by 
Theophrastus in the following yao phrase. 


6a2-5 τοῦτο μέν ... τόδε δ᾽] The μέν ... δέ structure of this sentence is 
significant and should not be sundered apart as in all previous editions. 
As elsewhere in this Essay (see above, Part I, Chapter 1.4), Theophras- 
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tus wraps up the previous discussion in the u£v part of the sentence and 
introduces a new subject—in this case a new aporia—in the δέ part. The 
contrast intended in the sentence is between the extravagant and unex- 
amined claim of some philosophers that only the best can come from 
the best first principle, the absurdity of which Theophrastus registers 
parenthetically in the γάρ phrase, as noted, and the question that prop- 
erly deserves to be investigated, whether rotation is essential to the first 
heaven. 


Aporia 11 


6a5-12 (ἄν τις ἀπορήσειεν, πότερον ... Ñ): Whether rotation is essential 
to the first heaven and with its cessation it would perish, or, if the rotation 
is through desire, it is accidental, unless desiring is innate to the first heaven 
and nothing prevents it from desiring. 


This aporia simply states the problem. It is to be noted that Theophrastus 
is entertaining here three alternatives, not two; (1) one is expressed in 
the first part of the ‘whether ... or’ construction (if rotating is essential 
to the first heaven it will perish when it stops), while the second part 
itself includes two alternatives: (2) if rotating is through desiring, and if 
desiring is not innate to the first heaven, then it is accidental, and (3) if 
rotating is through desiring, and if desiring is innate to the first heaven 
and nothing prevents it from innately desiring, then it is not accidental. 
See the extensive discussion in Henrich 99-103, who brings out these 
distinctions. 

On the question of the relevance of this aporia to Theophrastuss 
views on ether see the comment at the end of the discussion on Apo- 
ria/Diaporia 10. 


6a11-12 καὶ οὐϑέν ... ὑπάρχειν, “and nothing ... from being such:” 
this is the interpretation of Ishaq and of Ross, Tricot, and Reale, as op- 
posed to that of the other translators (Laks & Most, van Raalte, Hen- 
rich), "nothing prevents some such beings from existing? The state- 
ment καὶ οὐϑέν ... adds yet a further condition to that of the preced- 
ing clause (ei μὴ ἄρα), as indicated by the use of the conjunction καί 
(Tricot has the right translation and punctuation); most interpreters 
consider this as a justification of the preceding statement (punctuating 
it either with a dash or a semi-colon), but this would have required 
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οὐδὲν γὰρ κωλύει not xoi οὐδὲν κωλύει. This being the case, the 
verb ὑπάρχειν is to be understood with τοιαῦτα, “being such,” i.e., 
having innate desire, and not as implying existence, something which 
would have no meaning for the present argument. The qualification that 
Theophrastus has in mind is that nothing prevents some things from act- 
ing upon the dictates of the innate desire, not from existing. The ques- 
tion of existence with regard to any of these beings is not at all part 
of the discussion, whereas having innate desire and being able to act 
upon it is very much so; with reference to the celestial beings, having 
innate desire means being ensouled, an issue Theophrastus argued for 
in the opening lines of this argument (ἔμψυχ àv εἴη τὰ κινούμενα, 
5b2). The import of the ei un 000 clause then, would be, “unless, of 
course, desiring is innate to the first heaven and it is granted that it is 
ensouled.” 


Aporia 12 


6a12-14 (ἀπορεῖν ei): Whether the heavens, desire apart, would be de- 
stroyed if they are considered to have no movement. 


This isa reformulation of the first alternative in the preceding Aporia (see 
above). If the heavens were to cease to exist if they were to be motionless, 
this would mean that motion is of their very essence. 


Aporia 13 


6a14-6b22 (ἀξιώσειεν àv vic, 6a16): The task at hand is, beginning from a 
first principle or first principles like those mentioned in Aporia 6, to proceed 
to account for the rest of reality and not stop at a certain point. 


The diaporiae that follow take the form of brief references and discus- 
sion of positions taken on the subject by a number of philosophers 
(endoxa). 


Diaporia 13.1 (6419-22). Eurytus, as reported by Archytas. 

Eurytus, no. 45 [33] 2 DK; no. 19, fr. 2 Timpanaro Cardini 1962, with 
Italian translation and commentary; Henrich 316-317. Archytas, no. 47 
[35] A 13 DK; Timpanaro Cardini 1962, 295 (commentary). 
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Diaporia 13.2 (6a23-6b5). Plato and the Pythagoreans. 

This is one of two testimonia passages in this work which informs 
about Plato’s unwritten doctrines: Testimonium Platonicum 30 (Gaiser 
1968, 493-494, with notes); Testimonium Platonicum 8 (Kramer 1982, 
with Italian translation = Kramer 1990, with English translation); Testi- 
monium Platonicum B4 (Isnardi Parente 1998, with Italian translation 
and commentary); and cf. Isnardi Parente 1997, p. 394. See also Isnardi 
Parente 1971; Laks 1988; Henrich 320-326, 333-334; and the commen- 
tary below on 6a24-25. 


Diaporia 13.3 (6b5-6). Speusippus. 

Speusippus fr. 51 Lang; fr. 59 Taran 1981, with commentary (379- 
382); fr. 87 Isnardi Parente 1980, with Italian translation (168) and com- 
mentary (322-325); also included in the longer extract constituting Tes- 
timonium Platonicum 30 (Gaiser 1968, and notes thereto), see the pre- 
ceding entry on Plato. Cf. Tarrant 1974, Henrich 326-330. 


Diaporia 13.4 (6b7-9). Xenocrates. 

Xenocrates fr. 26 Heinze; fr. 100 Isnardi Parente 1982, with Italian 
translation (199-200) and commentary (333-335); also included in the 
longer extract constituting Testimonium Platonicum 30 (Gaiser 1968, 
and notes thereto), see the second preceding entry on Plato. Happ 1971, 
241-247 discusses this passage in detail, and especially the levels of being 
that are indicated for Xenocrates’ system here (intelligibles, sensibles, 
etc.) and their derivation from the first principles. See further Henrich 
330-333. 


Diaporia 13.5 (6b9-11). Hestiaeus. 
Fr. 2 Lasserre 1987, with French translation (314) and commentary 
(533-534); see also Laks 1988; Henrich 326. 


Diaporia 13.6 (6b11-16). Plato, as distinct from the Pythagoreans and all 
his other disciples. 

This passage, in which Theophrastus says that Plato held the numbers 
to be hierarchically superior to the ideas, was the focus of a good part 
of the controversy last century regarding Platos unwritten doctrines. 
Robins 1906 book gave credence to this statement by Theophrastus 
against the evidence presented by Aristotle, who repeatedly claimed 
that for Plato the ideas were numbers. Ross 58-59 tried to reconcile 
the two views, but was famously criticized by Cherniss 1945, 26-27. 
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Gaiser 1968 dealt comprehensively with the issue, and Henrich 321- 
325 summarized the controversy with some bibliography. An accessible 
account of what may be taken to be, in general terms, a mainstream 
view is provided by Dillon 2003, 16-29. A very recent contribution with 
a conspectus of the issues and the latest bibliography is that by Ferber 
2007. 


Diaporia 13.7 (6b16-17). Some unspecified Academics. 

The reference here is unclear. Reale 1964, 180n20 suggests Aristotle, 
but is disputed by van Raalte 276-277. Laks & Most 47n87 suggest a 
general Platonic orientation, which would appear likely, given the context 
of the reference. Cf. also Henrich 33-334. 


Incidental Diaporia 13 (6b17-22) on the characteristics of knowledge 
arrived at in the different sciences: In studies of things other than the 
first principles, knowledge of what comes after the first principles is firmer 
than the knowledge of the first principles; this is reasonably so, because in 
those studies the search is from the principles whereas in studies of the 
first principles themselves like the present Essay, the search is of the first 
principles themselves. 


For the two methods of analysis referred to in this diaporia—from and to 
the principles— which were regular practice in the Academy, see Gaiser 
1968, 81-88; Happ 1971, 158 ff. and n421; Krämer 1990, 81-82. 


6214-15 xal τοῦτο μέν ... ἀπὸ δ᾽ οὖν] The μέν ... δέ construction 
here also (see above at 6a2-5) is not easily to be ruptured, as all edi- 
tors and translators do rather cavalierly. The meaning is, “Now (καί) 
X may be so, but it is Y that we are talking about (δ᾽ οὖν), and this 
is as follows.” Cf. the same construction below at 7b5-9. Kat is cop- 
ulative (but cf. van Raalte 249), adding a further piece of informa- 
tion about the immediately preceding subject (referred to by totto), 
which then the following uév clause defers to another discussion. For 
δ᾽ οὖν, which brings the discussion back to where Theophrastus wants 
it (“but for the present"), see the comment on 4a13. The genitive in 
ἑτέρων λόγων is of belonging: the discussion of this subject belongs 
“more appropriately" elsewhere, hence my rendering. Furthermore, it 
is also clear from this μέν ... δέ sentence that Theophrastus is refer- 
ring to his own (prospective? existing?) discussion of the subject and 
not to one by somebody else: since the second half of the sentence obvi- 
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ously refers to his argument (which follows imediately), so must the first. 
But it is not clear to what Theophrastus is precisely referring. The sub- 
ject is eternal or destructible bodies in motion. Later on in this Essay 
(10a9-19) he touches on the related question whether the motion of 
the heavens is essential to them; though there he says that the heav- 
ens, when divested of motion, would be the heavens only in name, not 
that they would be destroyed. Theophrastus’s qualified way of express- 
ing himself here would tend to indicate that he is talking in theoret- 
ical terms rather than referring to a specific treatise of his, but given 
the loss of most of his works, there can be no certainty. On the sub- 
ject cf. his fragments 137.2, 137.8, and 184 FHS&G; and van Raalte 
248. 


6a17 ἄρ᾽] The reading transmitted in the two independent Greek manu- 
scripts, PJ, ἄρ᾽, ἄν τις τίϑηται, has been unnecesarily doubted. It is true 
that we cannot know what the third witness, W, had, for the Arabic 
suggests that Ishaq understood (rather than read?) Gua for ἄρα, but 
this difficult sentence taxed his capacities also and is mistranslated (see 
the note to the Arabic translation), and we cannot be certain about 
what precisely V read. In the Latin translation, Bartholomew read, or 
perhaps understood, Gea (utrum) for ἄρα. As for the Greek, first, the 
conditional phrase itself, ἄν τις τίϑηται, is perfectly fine and rather 
common; the problem has been to account for the particle ἄρα and 
its position, but that, too, is relatively standard. Ἄρα here is used in 
a context of reported speech (“one could demand that ..."), and its 
function is, as Denniston 38 puts it, either to convey "actual scepticism" 
or to disclaim “responsibility for the accuracy ofthe statement.” The latter 
is closer to Theophrastuss meaning, for in the parenthetical statement 
he is introducing an alternative about whose accuracy he is not certain, 
and this is the reason for his doubly circumspect expression, "perhaps" 
and “were one to assume" The particle adds a further note of uncertainty 
(“I suppose”). Theophrastus uses Gea in reported speech also later on 
(10b27), this time with ὥς, a common construction. In such uses of 
ἄρα the particle may be easily placed quite late in the sentence. A good 
example of both the use and position of this ἄρα is provided in Plato, 
Gorgias 524d3-4: ταὐτὸν δή μοι δοχεῖ τοῦτ᾽ ἄρα xai περὶ τὴν ψυχὴν 
εἶναι, “And I should imagine that this is equally true of the soul,” in 
Jowetts translation, where δοχεῖ ἄρα is represented by the phrase, “I 
should imagine,” with the English subjunctive rendering very aptly the 
force of the particle. 
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6a19 τελέου καὶ φρονοῦντος] If, as Aristotle says in Metaphysics A 16, 
1021b15-17 (cited by van Raalte 254), a perfect physician or musician 
is he who lacks nothing in his own kind of virtue, then Theophrastuss 
τέλεος here would be he who lacks nothing in a particular virtue, iden- 
tified by the following participle, φρονοῦντος, i.e., having a sound mind 
(φρένες), being “sensible.” It is to be noted that the virtue in question is 
not specifically related to education, so “adult” is to be taken in its basic 
meaning indicating completion (τελέου) of ones development. This is 
very close to the other possible meaning ο[τέλεος, one who is “complete” 
of age, i.e., adult (see the references in van Raalte 253-254). The com- 
bined expression "sensible adult" may appear to contrast with the depic- 
tion of Eurytus, for whom these laudatory epithets are intended, as some- 
body playing at philosophy with pebbles, but it may be Theophrastus 
way of disapproving of the other philosophers procedures which stop 
after the first principles: despite the seeming naiveté of Eurytus's ideas, 
he was consistent enough to provide an account for the entire universe. 
So Theophrastus clearly wants to refer favorably to the theories of Eury- 
tus with the pebbles as those of a thinker who thought things through in 
order to arrive at an explanation of the entire universe and who did not 
stop after the first principles; it does not appear that his description of 
him as "sensible adult" is ironic. For if Theophrastus is being ironic here, 
then he must be heaping even greater ridicule on some of his contempo- 
raries whom he goes on to accuse of not providing accounts of the entire 
universe even as minimally consistent and thorough as that of Eurytus. 
But if Theophrastuss irony extends this far, it would be inconsistent with 
the rather somber and decidedly non-playful tone of the entire Essay. Cf. 
further Laks & Most 43n75. 


6a21 λέγειν, "according to Archytas"] The indirect speech reported by 
Archytas is indicated by the infinitive in λέγειν. 

6a23 νῦν ὃ, "at present, however"] The temporal reference of νῦν is 
assured by the presence of xov in the preceding sentence (6b20). Theo- 
phrastus’s main subject from the beginning of the Essay is to investigate 
the connection (συναφή) between the first principles and the sensible 
world. He begins this Aporia by restating the question (6a15-18): one 
should not stop without providing a complete account of reality. That is 
what sensible philosophers of old did, like Eurytus, as Archytas once said. 
At present, however, many philosophers stop short of giving a complete 
account. 
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6a23 καταπαύονται, “stop completely”; the preposition κατά in com- 
pound verbs emphasizes the base meaning of the simple word. Cf. LSJ 
S.V, E.V. 


6a24 καδάπερ καί, “as do too"] Happ 1971, 244n833, rightly notes that 
καί in this passage is used in the sense of “for example, among others,” 
and refers to the same philosophers as does ot ἄλλοι at 606. 


6424-25 οἱ TO EV καὶ τὴν ἀόριστον δυάδα ποιοῦντες] This passage 
(6a24-6b17) has been much discussed, for it presents crucial evidence 
on the theories of the Old Academy concerning the first principles and 
cosmogony as well as the controversial issue of Platos unwritten doc- 
trines. A good part of the discussion has been centered on identifying 
"those who posit the one and the indefinite dyad;' and on how they relate 
to the rest ofthe philosophers named later in the passage. Given the rela- 
tively charged atmosphere of this controversy, the passage has been given 
opposing interpretations which tend to overlook its context, the sweep 
of the argument, and the grammar. As mentioned in the third preceding 
comment (at 6a23), Theophrastuss main subject is the investigation of 
the connection between the first principles and sensible reality, and at the 
beginning ofthis Aporia he complains that many philosophers of his time 
posit the first principles but do not proceed therefrom to the derivation 
of all reality, stopping short at some point. As example, or as the group 
of philosophers that do this, he cites “those who posit the one and the 
indefinite dyad.” Now to begin with, it is incontestable that he means by 
this the Pythagoreans and Plato because he himself ascribes to them the 
very doctrine later in the Essay, at 11b2-12. But he also uses the expres- 
sion more broadly as a blanket description of all Platonists and members 
of the Academy; this is clear from the rhetoric of the passage in which he 
later names the exceptions (πλὴν, 606) to this blanket statement, all from 
the Academy. Thus in this passage Theophrastus is not interested in list- 
ing in a doxographic fashion three groups of philosophers as examples 
of those who hold this view (i.e., Plato and the Pythagoreans [6a24-25], 
Speusippus, and “the others" [6b6], as Happ 1971, 244, maintains), but 
describes what all of them do wrong: they posit the one and the indefinite 
dyad and generate the first level of beings, but then make absolutely no 
mention of the specifics in the constitution of the heavens and inferior 
reality, as exemplified by such Platonists as Speusippus and “the others? 
Thus the generic blanket description is indeed meant to cover all Pla- 
tonists. However, having mentioned one prominent Platonist by name, 
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Theophrastus then proceeds to respond to the expectations and possi- 
ble objections generated in the reader about his evaluation of other Pla- 
tonists. And at this point he introduces his first and major exception to 
the blanket statement, Xenocrates, as the only philosopher to have both 
posited the one and the indefinite dyad and to have then proceeded to 
discuss the generation of all reality.'° This is followed by a further qual- 
ification, the case of another philosopher who may be thought to be an 
exception, Hestiaeus, who, however, is not to be entirely absolved of this 
neglect because apparently he did not complete the derivation of all real- 
ity from the first principles but went up to a certain point (µέχρι τινός, 
6b10). And this brings Theophrastus to a second case of a seeming excep- 
tion, Plato. In anticipation of an objection by the reader, Theophrastus 
says, "And yes, Plato may be thought to be another exception, insofar as 
he would seem (δόξειεν ἂν) to be treating of the sensibles and provid- 
ing an account of all reality through his method of proceeding from the 
principles and to the principles (as Aristotle also says that Plato did, EN 
1095a30-bı = Gaiser 1968, Test. Plat. 10 = Krämer 1990, 204 no. 6; see 
the Loci Paralleli) —but in fact his derivation, unlike that of Xenocrates, 
also is incomplete, like that of Hestiaeus.” This is the meaning of the 
reservation implied in the optative δόξειεν with àv. See the discussion 
by Gaiser 1968, 529, 490, 493-494, 366n101, 380n146; and Happ 1971, 
111n166, 161n442, 244n833, referring to Gaiser. 


6a27 ἐφαπτόμενοι, “apprehending,” has proven difficult for the trans- 
lators to pinpoint (as the relatively divergent and imprecise translations 
show), especially in this passage where it is used without an objective 
complement, which it normally takes in the genitive; ὅσον in this sen- 
tence is adverbial.” The verb in the middle voice had a very wide array 


18 Pace Happ 1971, 244, who thinks that we cannot infer from this passage anything 
about Xenocrates' doctrine of first principles. But this is clearly implied in the reading 
I propose here, while the doctrine of the one and the indefinite dyad as principles is 
otherwise well attested for Plato, Speusippus, and Xenocrates. Even if as a technical term, 
"indefinite dyad" was introduced by Xenocrates (as Tarán 1981, 225, suggests, though 
Happ 1971, 140n327, argues for the opposite view), the fact remains that Platos “great- 
and small”, Speusippus “multiplicity”, and Xenocrates “unlimited” or “everlasting” stand 
for the same principle of indeterminacy. See the useful summary of the positions of these 
thinkers in Dillon 2003. 

19 Henrichs 51 translation, “ausser den Bereich, den sie behandeln" renders ὅσου 
ἐφαπτόμενου not ὅσον, as does Tricot’s 15, and van Raalte’s 45: “so much as they do 
lay hold of? But there is no manuscript evidence for ὅσου unless one take seriously the 
reading ὅσων in J which, however, makes no sense in context and shows itself to be a 


> « 
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of uses in Attic Greek; its occurrence in Plato clearly shows this, but it 
also helps delineate the precise meaning when the word refers to mental 
action, as it does in this passage of Theophrastus. In the Phaedo, Plato 
twice uses τοιούτων ἐφαπτομένη with reference to the soul to indicate 
the two kinds of things which it grasps or apprehends, the changeable 
things of this world and the eternal and unchanging things; its appre- 
hension of the latter constitutes φρόνησις (79c8, d6). In another pas- 
sage, in the Theaetetus (190c6), the soul lays hold of and apprehends two 
contrary objects about which it could make a judgment (λέγειν, δοξά- 
Gew). In more general terms, Plato uses the expression ἐφάπτεσθαι τῶν 
ὄντων to indicate someone's “grasp of reality" (Sophist 23405, 259d6): 
young people διὰ παϑημάτων ἀναγκαζομένους ἐναργῶς ἐφάπτεσϑαι 
τῶν ὄντων, “forced by experience to apprehend things clearly as they 
are” (Cornford 1957, 194). Thus the word means “to apprehend” and, 
despite the temptation of its etymology, ἐφάπτομαί τινος with reference 
to mental activity does not mean “to touch upon” something (Ross; Laks 
1988, 239), or “effleurer” le sujet (Laks & Most), or “fare un accenno” 
(Isnardi Parente 1998, 18). In another passage in Plato, Cratylus 404d2, 
this verb is used together with another one (ἐπαφάω) that does mean “to 
touch” and thus the difference in meaning between the two is highlighted: 
ἅτε γὰρ φερομένων τῶν πραγμάτων τὸ ἐφαπτόμενον καὶ ἐπαφῶν καὶ 
δυνάμενον ἐπακολουϑεῖν σοφία ἂν εἴη, “for seeing that things are in 
motion, that which apprehends and touches and is able to follow [them] 
is wisdom"? If that is so, a number of interpretations of this passage that 
are based on the understanding of ἐφαπτόμενοι as “touch upon” can- 
not stand (mainly those of Laks & Most 44-45, Isnardi Parente 1998, 
18). 


6b1 τόπος καὶ xevóv καὶ ἄπειρον] Ross 54-55 suggests that place, void, 
and the infinite refer to "Platos doctrine of χώρα” in the Timaeus. Happ 
1971, 110-113, 162n445, in general agrees with Ross despite the presence 
of some terminological difficulties in this position which he discusses. 


scribal emendation. The Arabic reads bi-qadri ma yudriküna, “to the extent that they 
grasp, and the Latin quantum, both obviously reflecting ὅσον. 

20 A parenthetical note: It may be just the requirements of the etymological context 
of this passage in Cratylus that make Plato express himself thus, but he appears to be 
contradicting himself: it was the apprehension of immobile and eternal things that he 
called φρόνησις in the Phaedo passage cited previously, whereas here he calls wisdom 
the apprehension of things in motion. 
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6b3-4 χρόνος ... πλείω] The transmitted text of this phrase, with the 
two masculine nouns in the accusative, cannot stand by itself, and this 
was felt as early as the 14th century, when the corrector of manuscript 
J (JJ) deleted it, and later, the scribe of manuscript L (mid-15th cent.), 
omitted it. H. Ritter in 1826, Usener on both occasions he dealt with 
the text (1861, 1890), and Reale secluded the phrase.”! But there are no 
grounds for doing so; all four independent witnesses (PJ W A) have it, 
which indicates that it was also present in the Neoplatonic archetype of 
the Essay (Part I, Chapter 2.5). It may be that the phrase represents some 
kind of gloss that entered the text before that stage,” or that something 
significant dropped out of the text, but apart from the fact that we cannot 
know that, we cannot argue for it either. 

Most recent scholarship has tended to be more conservative and re- 
tained the phrase, but tried to explain it by assuming syntactical acrobat- 
ics on the part of Theophrastus’s prose, most prominently by assuming 
that a verb γεννῶσι, reflecting γεννήσαντες in line 6a25, is to be under- 
stood as governing the accusatives of the phrase (Ross and others follow- 
ing him, Tarán 1981, 380n192; Laks 1988, 240-242; van Raalte 261-262; 
Henrich 105).? Ross 46 points to similar ellipses at 5a27 and elsewhere. 
However, just as in the case of 5a27 (see the comment on Diaporia 8, 
5a25-28, above), here also the ellipsis cannot be assumed.” The interven- 
ing πλήν sentence (6427-03) changed the flow of the argument and its 
grammatical structure: the governing construction now is δηλοῦντες ὅτι 
with the implied verb in the reported speech being either an intransitive 
γέγονεν or a passive ἐγεννήϑη. As a result, an active verb γεννῶσι would 
not naturally fit the syntactic imagination and expectation of a reader of 


?! Reale 1964, 178n14, and see the references in Laks 1988, 252n51. 

22 Cf. van Raalte 261, and Dillon 2002, 180n19, who gives a graphic account of how 
"an indignant reader" could have added the comment in the margin by citing the Timaeus 
passage at 2806, χρόνος δ᾽ οὖν μετ’ οὐρανοῦ γέγονεν, and then adding what amounts to 
“εἴς”, καὶ ἕτερα δὴ πλείω. “This was then witlessly incorporated into the text by a scribe, 
being adapted to give grammatical coherence? 

23 A variant of this position is the solution preferred by Isnardi Parente 1971, 54n12, 
who views the accusatives as directly dependent on the preceding γεννήσαντες without 
the ellipsis ofa presumed γεννῶσι. The resulting anacolouthon, as Laks 1988, 241, rightly 
remarks, is “intolerably rough? 

24 Ross is rather cavalier in assuming ellipses in the style of Theophrastus. Of the 
ellipses he mentions on p. 46, only those at 6b16, 6b25, and 10a25 exhibit the requisite 
obvious and grammatical implication that puts them within the acceptable limits of prose 
style. The rest, at 5a27, 6b3, and 8a2, are not ellipses at all but require a different parsing of 
the syntax and meaning ofthe text; see the commentary on these passages. For an analysis 
of the ellipses that may or may not be assumed see the discussion at 6b16-17. 
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the sentence χρόνος ... πλείω. Even less plausible is Laks & Most’s sug- 
gestion (44n80) to understand a γεννῶσι as the implied verb of the par- 
ticiple ἐφαπτόμενοι. Even if yevv@ot had been actually present in the text 
it would have been difficult to connect it, after the intervening πλὴν sen- 
tence, with ἐφαπτόμενοι, let alone that it is not even expressed. Besides, 
if the participle ἐφαπτόμενοι needs a finite verb, the one that is to be 
supplied mentally is, of course, οὐ παραλείπουσιν, implied by παραλεί- 
πουσιν at 6a27 and πλὴν, which supplies the negative (1.6., to paraphrase, 
"they leave out almost everything else except the things which, ἐφαπτό- 
μενου, (they do not leave out)”). Furthermore, the meaning of ἐφαπτό- 
μενοι is not, as discussed in the preceding comment, “effleurer; as they 
claim, and hence the negative meaning that ἐφαπτόμενοι must have in 
order for their interpretation to be valid (“but they only touch upon;" i.e., 
they do not do it thoroughly) is simply not there. 

There remains the possibility that the Arabic translation was based on 
the correct text. It reads, "Ihey say that ... some [other things] come 
from the numbers and the One, like soul and other things—time together 
with heaven and many other things. But as for investigating the question 
of heaven, ..." The Arabic translation implies a small variant from our 
transmitted text, the reading not of δ᾽ in 6b3 but of Û; as Usener’s 1861, 
270n1, proposed emendation has it. In this rendering, then, the phrase 
beginning with χρόνον/χρόνος identifies the preceding ἄλλ᾽ ἅττα and 
does not belong to the same sentence as the next phrase, τοῦ δ᾽ οὖρα- 
vot πέρι, because the translator felt that they say two different things. If 
this rendering is accurate, the Greek text should be read and punctuated 
as in the Arabic: time and heaven are further examples, like the soul, of 
things generated by the numbers and the one, and they are in the nomi- 
native. It is true that this alternative does not explain the lectio difficilior 
of the accusative nouns as transmitted in the Greek manuscripts, but this 
reading eliminates the need for a verb to justify the accusatives in the 
received text and makes it unnecessary to consider this phrase paren- 
thetical. Also, ifthe need to supply a verb is eliminated so is the dilemma 
whether to have the supplied verb have a positive or negative connota- 
tion so that it would fit the meaning of what is said just before and just 
after (cf. the analysis by Laks & Most 44n80). Theophrastus simply enu- 
merates the things that are only derived from the one and the indefinite 
dyad in the theories of the philosophers he mentions, and in the next 
sentence, which can be paraphrased as follows, he lodges his complaint 
and brings out the contrast with what he has just enumerated: “but as far 
as the details about heaven are concerned, they did not do anything more 
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beyond generating it” (cf. the comment by Ross 56); this emphasis is the 
meaning of the inverted order of the preposition (τοῦ δ᾽ οὐρανοῦ πέρι 
instead of περὶ δὲ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ) and the particular force of ἔτι. Thus, 
there is no discontinuity in meaning either: if we take the phrase χρόνος 
Ὁ’ to be a listing amplifying ἄλλ᾽ ἅττα, then it talks about the deriva- 
tion of heaven, while the following sentence, τοῦ δ᾽ οὐρανοῦ πέρι, talks 
about heaven itself and the derivation of its particulars: its motion, that 
of the other celestial spheres, etc. And the ἔτι, which appears to have been 
largely disregarded in the previous discussions of this passage, removes 
any contradiction with what preceded: “yes, they did explain the deriva- 
tion of the heavens, but once they did this they made no more mention 
of it” I.e., they made no more mention of it regardless whether tempo- 
rally or logically, as Laks 1988, 241-242, who does discuss ἔτι, wishes to 
discriminate. Theophrastus here is not interested in discussing whether 
or not these philosophers developed independent disciplines of cosmol- 
ogy, biology, etc., as Laks objects, but in the fact that when they talked 
about first principles they did not discuss the details of heaven and the 
rest either substantively (or logically) when they were actually deriving 
them from the soul (as in Platos Timaeus), or subsequently (temporally) 
in their further discussions and treatments of the same subject of first 
principles. In other words, they did not, simpliciter, effect the connection 
between the first principles and the rest of the universe that Theophrastus 
has been complaining about all along in this Essay. On the other hand, 
Laks 1988, 241, does disregard ἔτι when he criticizes Ross's explanation 
of it as the details of celestial organization (as I do here). Laks says, “not 
making any mention of the heaven is not the same thing as not going into 
the details of its organization.” No, but “not making any more mention of 
the heaven” is. 

Finally, one alternative (though less likely, in my opinion) which would 
enable us to retain the accusatives in the received text is to consider 
them as dependent on an understood verb that is commonly omitted, one 
meaning “I mean,” such as λέγω (χρόνον 9’ ἅμα καὶ οὐρανὸν (A€yw)), 
viewing the entire phrase as a remark by Theophrastus himself intended 
to explain ἄλλ᾽ ἅττα. But this understanding also would require changing 
into 9" the transmitted reading δ. 

This is how far a philological analysis can take us. As for the issue 
whether deriving the heavens from the numbers and the one, as this 
reading of the text implies, is "philosophical nonsense" (Tarán 1981, 
380n192), it is open to question. Two considerations are of relevance. 
First, what cannot be gainsaid is the obvious references in Theophras- 
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tuss wording to the cosmogony in the Timaeus: Aristotle himself in 
De anima 404b18-27 explicitly identifies the Timaeus as containing an 
account of cosmogony in much the same terms as Theophrastus (see 
Ross 1951, 210 and 214, and Ross 1961, 178; cf. Laks ὅς Most 44n8o, 
and see the Loci Paralleli). In the Timaeus the soul is clearly derived 
from the numbers in the sense that it has a numerical structure (the 
geometrical progressions of 2 and 3, the “double and triple intervals,” 
κατὰ τὴν τοῦ διπλασίου καὶ τριπλασίου διάστασιν, 36d3: Cornford 
[n.d.] 74, etc.), and οὐρανός and χρόνος are next “fitted” (προσήρµοτ- 
tev, 36e1) to this numerically derived soul; thus heaven and time do 
indeed explain and identify ἄλλ᾽ ἅττα in Theophrastuss wording in this 
passage (cf. Laks 1988, 240). Second, as Dillon 2002, 181-182 pointed 
out, Plutarch offers an explanation of the generation of the soul in the 
Timaeus which purports to represent Xenocrates' views (fr. 68 Heinze; 
see the Loci Paralleli), from which the generation of the soul ultimately 
from the one and more immediately from the numbers can be plausibly 
inferred; and if soul is thus generated, so is also heaven. Now whether 
Theophrastus meant by this to impugne Plato (whom he appears to 
exonerate a few lines later), or Xenocrates and other Platonists, or even 
the trend of discussions in the Academy, is debatable; but the passage 
in question does mean that the philosophers Theophrastus is talking 
about derived soul, the heavens, and time from the numbers and the 
one. 


6b5 ὡσαύτως ὃ᾽ οὐδ᾽ ol περὶ Σπεύσιππον] This is the correct reading, 
with the Paris manuscript (P) being the only one of the four indepen- 
dent witnesses (PJ W A) to omit οὐδ᾽ The reference to Speusippus is 
incontestably negative: what Theophrastus means is precisely that those 
about Speusippus τοῦ οὐρανοῦ πέρι καὶ τῶν λοιπῶν οὐδεμίαν ποι- 
οὔνται μνείαν, i.e., they do not explain how “the lower entities can be 
derived from the principles assumed" (van Raalte 264). This is the theme 
of this entire Aporia, that some philosophers posit the principles and 
then stop without explaining the derivation of everything else from them. 
Theophrastus’s statements about Speusippus and all the others concern 
just this aspect of their works. 


6b7 περιτίϑησιν] The preposition περί in περὶτὸν κόσμον need not indi- 
cate place (^in, dans, nell autour au sens de distribuer, im,’ in the trans- 
lations) but the object about which one is concerned, and the preposi- 
tional phrase then would naturally go with ἅπαντα (ἅπαντα περὶ τὸν 
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κόσμον); cf. Plato Symposium 193a8, πάντ᾽ ἄνδρα χρὴ ἅπαντα παρακε- 
λεύεσθαι εὐσεβεῖν περὶ θεούς, literally, “every man ought to be exhorted 
to observe [religiously] everything about the gods;"? in which case, the 
verb περιτίθησιν can have its regular meaning (bestow, provide") as in 
the other two instances Theophrastus uses it in this Essay (4a23, 7a20). So 
the meaning here would be, “provide everything that has to do with the 
universe: sensibles, intelligibles, etc.” This fits the context better, in which 
Theophrastus is concerned with showing not so much that Xenocrates 
assigns everything to its place but that he does not stop with the first 
principles but provides his universe—populates it, as it were—with all 
the proper ingredients and presumably also with how they are interre- 
lated. In any case, there seems to be no need to emend to διατίϑησιν, as 
proposed by Usener 1890. 

On the other hand, the Arabic translation does not help: it translates 
the verb by a simple yaj‘alu, literally “he places,’ which renders just ti- 
ϑησιν, without specifying which preposition Ishaq read. The whole sen- 
tence reads, yaj'alu (the verb) ‘ala wajhin mina l-wujühi (πως) jami‘a 
l-asy@i (ἅπαντα) fi l-'alami (περὶ τὸν κόσμον) ‘ala mitalin wähidin 
(ὁμοίως): literally, “he places in some manner all things in the uni- 
verse in the same way.’ In the other two passages in this work where 
περιτίϑημι occurs (4423, 7a20), Ishaq uses different words according to 
sense. 


6b8-9 αἰσθητὰ καὶ νοητὰ καὶ μαϑηματικὰ καὶ ἔτι δὴ τὰ ϑεῖα] The 
repeated conjunction xai clearly intends to distinguish among the four 
classes of entities. Ross 56-57, on doctrinal grounds derived from other 
witnesses of Xenocrates' views, wants to reduce the number to three by 
conflating νοητὰ and μαϑηματικὰ, and accordingly translates, “objects of 
reason or mathematical objects" (emphasis added), something for which 
Isnardi Parente 1982, 334-335, rightly takes him to task. 


6b11 μὲν οὖν, “And yes;" assentient οὖν with prospective μέν, answered 
by δέ in 6b15 (for this μὲν οὖν see 4b16-17 above). The implication is 
that Theophrastus meets the expectation (assentient ovv) of the reader 


?5 Judging from the variety of prepositions used with the essentially intransitive verb 
εὐσεβεῖν, it is perhaps unlikely that it would take a direct object in the accusative, as the 
case seems to be here, though LSJ do register a usage εὐσεβεῖν θεούς. I would guess the 
accusative is one of respect. 
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to hear about Platos position and responds to his objection that Plato 
should not be included among those who stop short from deriving all 
reality from the principles. See the comment at 6a24-25. 

It may also be mentioned, assuming that Theophrastus here has the 
Timaeus in mind (as in 6b27, and see the next comment below), that 
an additional reason for his reservation may be the narrative (εἰκὼς μῦ- 
dog, 2942), and not analytical, nature of Platos account in the Timaeus. 


6b11-15 Theophrastuss statement here implies that Plato made a dis- 
tinction between ideas and numbers, a statement which contradicts Aris- 
totles view that Plato held that all ideas were numbers. On the accuracy 
of Theophrastuss report see Cherniss 1945, 26-27 and n. 112; Ross 1951, 
216; Tarán 1981, 379; Henrich 321-326, with review of the more recent 
literature. 


6b14-15 εἶτα κατὰ τὴν γένεσιν μέχρι τῶν εἰρημένων] “The [things] 
mentioned,’ cannot refer, of course, to “such things as τόπος, κενόν, 
etc.” (Ross 59) because these are not the things that Plato derives from 
the indefinite dyad but those which Theophrastus is criticizing; on the 
other hand, the expression τὰ εἰρημένα is too specific to refer merely to 
τῶν ἄλλων (6b12-13) as objects of sense (as suggested by Taran 1981, 
381n194, and Laks & Most 47n85). This Aporia begins at 6a14, where 
Theophrastus demands of philosophers to proceed to the derivation of 
τὰ ἐφεξῆς (6a17) and cites as examples the explanation given by Eurytus 
of ἄνθρωπος and ἵππος (6422). Τὰ εἰρημένα therefore must refer to 
τὰ ἐφεξῆς as exemplified by such objects of sense as men and horses. 
And in the case of Plato, who is the subject under discussion in this 
sentence, the reference must again be to the Timaeus, which goes into 
the very details of human anatomy. Theophrastuss expression κατὰ τὴν 
γένεσιν is significant in this regard: the Timaeus indeed proceeds by 
describing the very composition of the universe and its contents “in 
order of generation.” Finally, εἶτα indicates a change of the upward 
progression to its opposite, as implied in the concept of “generation” 
(and which justifies the addition of “[down]” in the translation): the 
“order of generation” is from the principles on down, not the other 
way. 


6b16 τῶν ἀρχῶν] As repeatedly noted, the genitive makes it certain that 
the verb to be understood here is ἅπτομαι from 6b12; the question, how- 
ever, is whether what to be understood precisely is ἅπτονται (they treat), 
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or δόξειεν ἂν ἅπτεσθαι (they would seem to be treating), since both 
are possible. The answer depends on how one interprets the reservation 
implied by the optative (see the comment at 6b11 above). If the reserva- 
tion is directed only to Plato, as I think it is, then clearly only ἅπτονται 
is to be understood. 


6b16-17 τὴν ἀλήϑειαν ἐν τούτοις. The difficult term ἀλήϑεια here refers 
to its ontological and not epistemological dimension. For the use of 
the word in Aristotle in these two senses see Bonitz Index 31a39-42: 
"nominis usus modo ad τὸ Ov et τὴν οὐσίαν, modo ad cognitionem et 
scientiam vergit? The Aristotelian passages he cites equate ἀλήϑεια with 
τὸ πρᾶγμα, φύσις, τὰ ὄντα, i.e., the things as they are, objective reality. 
This is the sense in which Theophrastus is using the word here, as in 
any case the definite pronoun preceding it, τήν, indicates: the universe, 
the one reality, or “reality itself? as I render it. (See also the following 
comment at 6b17.) 

The accusative of τὴν ἀλήϑειαν makes it certain that a verb like paoi 
or λέγουσι is to be understood; see Ross 46 note to 5a27. However, 
Ross exaggerates when he places all elliptical expressions on the same 
level as this one. Three categories should be distinguished: (a) Obvious 
implication. Even without any context, in a sentence like the present 
one, ἔνιοι δὲ καὶ τὴν ἀλήϑειαν ἐν τούτοις, the implied φασί or λέγουσι 
can be automatically understood; there can be no other meaning. (b) 
Contextual (grammatical) implication. Some other elliptical expressions 
can be understood only in context, i.e., the syntax and context of a 
paragraph generate a certain structure in the readers mind who is then 
able to provide the omitted word(s); e.g., 6b15-16, oi δὲ τῶν ἀρχῶν 
uóvov, where the genitive can only be understood in relation to the 
genitive complement (τῶν ἄλλων) of the verb ἅπτεσθαι in 6012. (c) 
No implication. In some cases, there is no implication, either obvious 
or contextual insofar as no writer would expect his reader to make such 
semantic jumps without deliberately causing obfuscation. And in this 
case there is no indication that Theophrastus sought to cause that, which 
means that these so-called elliptical expressions have to be interpreted 
differently, i.e., by not assuming the presence of an ellipsis. 

In this particular sentence, the pronoun is neuter, τούτοις (rather 
than masculine), and refers not so much specifically to the feminine 
plural noun τῶν ἀρχῶν in the preceding line—for that Theophrastus 
should (and would) have used a feminine pronoun— but to the contents 
of the noun ἀρχαί, things like the one and the indefinite dyad, the 
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unmoved mover, etc., which are principles. Τούτοις thus here means 
"these things" with reference to the various items that have been taken 
in these philosophies to be first principles. It is dangerous to enunciate 
ad hoc grammatical rules, as Ross 45 does, "that Theophrastus tends to 
revert to the neuter when he is referring to anything inanimate;" they 
tend to distract one from understanding what the text really says. Of the 
three examples of this so-called "tendency" of Theophrastus that Ross 
gives, ἐχεῖνο in 5a26 does not refer to κίνησις (see my comment above), 
τούτοις in the present passage just discussed does not refer to ἀρχαί, 
as just discussed, and ἐκείνοις in 6b19 is a manifest scribal error for 
ἐκείναις, as discussed just below. 


6b17 περὶ τὰς ἀρχάς] There appears to be almost unanimous agreement 
among scholars that the preposition here is to be interpreted as "in" (as 
in the case of 6b8); van Raalte even cites Müller's 1878 study where he 
states that in the botanical works Theophrastus uses περί for ἐν. Be that 
as it may, and without having to do a complete study of the use of this 
preposition in Theophrastus, it seems strange that he should have said 
περί where he meant to say £v, especially in a context where abstract ideas 
are discussed, as opposed to the concrete meanings of the preposition 
in the botanical works. Clearly there must be semantic nuances that 
pertain to the use of περί in Theophrastuss Greek and in that of his 
contemporaries that are not expressed with ἐν. This is why someone like 
Ross, who does translate with the preposition “in’, nevertheless gives a 
paraphrastic and not a literal translation of the entire sentence: "for they 
concentrate reality entirely in the ruling principles"—to say nothing of 
the even more paraphrastic version of Reale (1964): "Le cose, infatti, 
si fondano non su altro che sui principi; for a literal rendering with 
the preposition “in” would make little sense: “For beings are only in 
the principles" And if περί makes little sense as ἐν in the context, it 
is doubtful that it can be stretched to mean “in the realm of” (van 
Raalte), “dans le domaine des” (Laks & Most). Tricot, who also gives a 
paraphrastic version, nevertheless was headed in the right direction: “car 
la réalité tourne exclusivement autour des Principes.” For the preposition 
περί with the accusative does mean "concerning, about, having to do 
with, pertaining to,’ and this meaning seems to fit the context better and 
more naturally: all things, i.e., all things that exist, τὰ ὄντα, are not “in” 
the first principles or are not themselves first principles (for what else 
would the statement, “they are in the realm of first principles,” mean?), 
but they have to do with and pertain to, insofar as they exist and have 
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being, the first principles. As Aristotle puts it in the passage from his 
Metaphysics α 1, 993b31, an understanding of which Theophrastus here 
echoes (cf. Reale 1980, 411n20, pace van Raalte 276-277), ἕκαστον ὡς 
ἔχει τοῦ εἶναι οὕτω καὶ τῆς ἀληϑείας, “as each thing is in respect of 
existence, so is it in respect of reality" This whole Aristotelian passage (for 
which see the Loci Paralleli) is about ἀλήδεια in the ontological sense (as 
is clear also from the classification of relevant passages in Bonitz Index 
31839 ff.; see the preceding comment), and I accordingly change the word 
in Rosss translation ofthis passage just cited (CWA, p. 1570) from "truth" 
to “reality.” 


6b18 µεθόδοις means disciplines here. For what Theophrastus is con- 
trasting is not the differences in procedure in the various fields but the 
knowledgeability of their subject matters. For this use of the word in 
Aristotle see Bonitz Index 449b60-450a30. This usage continued in later 
centuries; cf. Nicomachus of Gerasa, Introductio arithmeticae 5.19-6.2, 
where he gives examples of two disciplines: δύο μέθοδοι... ἀριθμητική 
... μουσική. 


6b19 ἐν ἐκείναις] It is very difficult to insist, as all translators do, that the 
reading ἐκείνοις in all Greek manuscripts (for what I correct to ἐκείναις 
here), taken as neuter, could refer to the immediately preceding femi- 
nine noun μεϑόδοις. There is simply no explanation. The reason Ross 
45 gives, "that T. tends to revert to the neuter when he is referring to 
anything inanimate,’ does not apply in the two of the three examples he 
gives (the other two being 5a26 and 6017; see my comments on these), 
and the third concerns the present case. If Theophrastus really did use 
the neuter to refer to inanimate things, then at least he would have been 
consistent and continued referring to µεθόδοις in the neuter when he 
next refers to them in the same sentence two lines down, ταῖς λοιπαῖς, 
but he does not; he uses the proper feminine pronoun, so he clearly did 
not “revert to the neuter.” Besides, to say ἐν ταῖς ἄλλαις μεϑόδοις: ἐν 
ἐχείνοις is also impossible Greek—to mention, that is, a noun and then, 
with the immediately following word that refers to it, change the gender. 
Nor is there any contextual justification. If uedööoıg means here study, 
discipline, etc., as all agree (see the preceding note), then all the other pre- 
sumably synonymous words that Theophrastus could have had in mind 
are also feminine (I pick the words from the parallels in Bonitz’s Index): 
πραγματεία, θεωρία, ἐπιστήμη, τέχνη, ζήτησις. And I cannot think of, 
nor anyone has suggested, anything else that Theophrastus could have 
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had in mind. The Arabic and Latin translations, finally, are correct, but 
all this means is that both translators understood the disputed word to 
refer to μεϑόδοις, as we do, regardless whether they read ἐκείνοις or 
ἐμείναις. But the transmitted ἐκείνοις in the extant Greek manuscripts 
is wrong and cannot be justified. Though there can be no certainty, the 
mistake likely occurred in the minuscule stage of the transmission of the 
manuscripts: A and O in ἐκείνο/αις are not readily confused in uncials; 
on the other hand, it is just as likely that the scribal error may have come 
about due to the influence of &v τούτοις two lines up (6b17) which con- 
ditioned, through (a misunderstood) parallelism, the neuter dative in év 
ἐκείνοις. In any case, Camotius corrected the gender to the obvious ἐχεί- 
vouc and was followed by Usener 1890, both of whom I am happy to fol- 
low. 


6b20 τῶν ἐπιστημῶν has created problems of interpretation and a num- 
ber of readings have been proposed. The genitive phrase could function 
in one of the following ways: as partitive genitive depending on (a) ἐκεί- 
ναις (as I emended, and as suggested by Laks & Most 47n90: “in those 
of the sciences"), (b) τὰ μετὰ τὰς ἀρχάς (see below), (c) ἰσχυρότερα xoi 
τελεώτερα (van Raalte: “the stronger and more complete part of the sci- 
ences concerned"); (d) as objective genitive after ἰσχυρότερα xai τελε- 
ώτερα (Dalechampius, as cited by Laks & Most 47n9o: “ad parandam 
scientiam exactiora"); and (e) as genitive of comparison after ἰσχυρό- 
τερα καὶ τελεώτερα (“more complete than the sciences"). (e) is man- 
ifestly absurd; (a) is silly and redundant: if ἐπιστημῶν means roughly 
the same as μεϑόδοις, then ἐν ἐκείναις by itself has already said what 
Ev ἐχείναις τῶν ἐπιστημῶν is presumably intended to say; (d) seems 
very unlikely; objective genitives are in essence passive in meaning inso- 
far as they express a frame of mind or emotion, or else are substitutes 
for prepositions in expressing the relationship to the word they mod- 
ify (cf. K.-G. IL.1,335-336): it is very doubtful that τῶν ἐπιστημῶν τελε- 
ώτερα could stand for τελειοῖ τὰς ἐπιστήμας; and (c) for van Raalte's 
reading to be possible the predicative ἰσχυρότερα καὶ veAeo eoo. would 
have to be introduced by the article, τά, so that the partitive meaning 
of the genitive can be elicited. This leaves (b) as the only viable alter- 
native. The question, then, is the precise meaning of ἐπιστημῶν. Hen- 
rich 108 makes the valid observation that Theophrastus here is talking 
about epistemology; the parts after the first principles are ἰσχυρότερα 
and τελεώτερα not in a metaphysical or ontological sense but episte- 
mologically: they are known better and more completely. If this is the 
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case, then ἐπιστημῶν cannot and should not be translated as sciences 
but “knowledges,” or, given the partitive construction, “parts of knowl- 
edge.” This, incidentally—the little tolerance that English shows for the 
word “knowledge” in plural—is a frequent source of confusion and inex- 
act renderings of the Greek word, unless one constantly keep the Latin 
etymon of the word ‘science’ in mind (which in regular modern English 
parlance one does not). For example, in a passage where “knowledges” 
is manifestly the intended meaning, translators still render the plural 
word as “sciences:” Aristotle, Metaphysics A 9, 990b12-13, εἴδη ἔσται 
πάντων ὅσων ἐπιστῆμαί εἶσι, “there will be forms of all things of which 
there are knowledges (“sciences” Ross, Tredennick, etc.);” Aristotle goes 
on to give examples of such knowledges, forms of negation and per- 
ishable things, and it hardly makes sense to say that we have a science 
of negation or a science of perishable things. The same problem, by 
the way, exists also in English translations of philosophical Arabic, for 
the word for knowledge, "ilm, pl. ‘ulum, is similar to ἐπιστήμη in its 
polysemy.? 


Aporia 14 


6b23-7bs (πῶς καὶ ποίας, ἂν ἀπορήσειέν τις, πότερον ... ἢ): How and 
of what sort should one suppose the first principles to be? 


The argumentation of this aporia is convoluted. Theophrastus discusses 
three positions, and thus there are three diaporiae, numbered here in 
the commentary as 14.1, 14.2, and 14.3, but their various parts are 
actually interwoven in the text. They are disentangled here and presented 
consecutively. In order to avoid clutter in the presentation of the Greek 
text and the English translation, not all these numbers of the various parts 
of the diaporiae are actually given there. After the initial statement of 
Aporia 14 (6b23-24), Theophrastus continues: 


26 Franz Rosenthal has a very useful little chapter on the problem in his Knowledge 
Triumphant, Leiden: Brill 1970, repr. 2006, Chapter 3, “The Plural of Knowledge.” 
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Diaporia 14.1a (6b24-26). The first principles may be shapeless and po- 
tent, like fire and earth. Diaporia 14.1b (7a7). Some suppose that there 
are only material principles. Diaporia 14.1c (7a10-19). (Objection to 
this position:) It would seem unreasonable even to these people (were 
they to think seriously about it) if the entire universe were orderly and 
formally principled in all aspects but the first principles themselves were 
not. For example, Heraclitus should have realized the absurdity of his own 
statement when he said that the human body, made up of elements “poured 
out at random” (i.e., by random and indeterminate first principles), is 
nevertheless the most beautiful arrangement of such elements. And yet 
these philosophers do maintain that the nature of everything among both 
animate and inanimate things, down to the smallest thing, is determinate, 
but not the first principles. 


For references to this much discussed fragment of Heraclitus see the 
comment on 7a15 below. 


Diaporia 14.2a (6b26-7a6). The first principles may be already shaped, 
since it is necessary most of all for these to be determined, as Plato says in 
the Timaeus, for it is appropriate for the most valuable of beings to have 
order and be determined. (Parenthetically Theophrastus adds that) except 
for a few disciplines like grammar and music, the rest have principles that 
are determined, and so do the crafts which, in fact, imitate nature. Diaporia 
14.2b (7a6-7). Some suppose that there are only enshaped first principles. 
Diaporia 14.2c (7a19-7b5). (Objection to this position: In the case of these 
people) as well it is difficult to assign to each set of things its own formal 
principles by a collective referral to a final cause, unless it happens that, due 
to the orderly arrangement and change in other beings (viz. the celestial 
bodies and configurations), changes come about on earth and in the air, 
e.g., the seasonal generation of plants and animals under the influence of 
the sun. 


Diaporia 14.3 (7a7-10). Some suppose that there are both material and 
enshaped first principles, on the ground that what is complete is composed 
of both, given that all of existence derives from opposites. 


The last position is favored by Theophrastus. He returns to it in Aporia 
18 below, to which this passage refers. For an analysis of this entire 
Aporia with its diaporiae as the introduction, thesis, and antithesis of the 
question whether the principles are determinate or not see Ellis 1988, 
221-222. 
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6b25 οἷον δυναµικάς, ὥσπερ ὅσοι πῦρ καὶ γῆν] The word δυναμικός 
first appears in the writings of the Italian Pythagorean Philolaus as quoted 
by Stobaeus (Eclogae 1.20.2, 1.172.9 Wachsmuth = fr. 21, line 5 Huffman, 
Timpanaro Cardini). These writings, however, are considered spurious 
and hence more recent than Theophrastus, and thus the first unequivo- 
cal occurrence of the word is in the historian Theopompus (fourth cen- 
tury BC), who uses it to describe the efficacity of a poison (δυναμικὸν 
ἐναργῶς ὄν), fr. 181b Jacoby. It thus means having potency rather than 
potentiality (pace Schnayder 1973, 55n25), and Laks & Most 48n2 are 
doubtless correct when they associate it with the common expression fur- 
ther down, 8a19, δύναμιν δέ τιν’ £yov (cf. ὑλικός 7a7, “having matter”); 
for Aristotle, see, i.a., the opening sentence of the Poetics, tjv τινα δύνα- 
μιν ἕκαστον ἔχει, SC. τῶν τῆς ποιητικῆς εἰδῶν. It should be noted that if 
δυναμικός is roughly equivalent to δύναμιν ἔχων, it does not mean the 
same thing as δυνάμει εἶναι, “potential”; LSJ list only Damascius (sixth 
Christian century) as evidence for the use of the word with the mean- 
ing "potential" If the reference by Theophrastus here is indeed to Par- 
menides, about whom he explicitly says that he posited earth and fire as 
principles (see the Loci Paralleli), then δυναμικός would be a very apt 
synonym of the participle ποιοῦν used in that passage to describe the 
potency of fire. The use of oiov just before δυναμικός in the text would 
appear to mitigate the contrast between the shapelessness of a first prin- 
ciple and the fact that it is nevertheless dynamic or efficacious. 

The occurrence of the word among the Pythagoreans, and especially 
Philolaus, even though assumed to be spurious, may not be insignifi- 
cant. If the passage quoted by Stobaeus has some basis in pre-Socratic 
Pythagorean writings, to which Theophrastus would have had access, the 
dualist theory mentioned here by Theophrastus (earth and fire as prin- 
ciples) may well be referring to some Pythagorean cosmogony, possibly 
even to Philolaus and his theory, in which central fire would indeed be 
the δυναμικόν first principle, with earth and counter-earth as secondary 
(cf. Huffman 207-215, 246-248). 

Alternately, commentators have also pointed out that "fire and earth" 
may mean “fire or earth,” and thus entertained the possibility that Theo- 
phrastus is talking about here monists rather than dualists, in which case 
the reference would be to Heraclitus, of course, and to Hippasus. As 
Ross 60 points out, though, Aristotle said (Met. A 8, 989a5-6) that no 
philosopher ever treated earth as a first principle, so reading the phrase 
above as "fire or earth" cannot stand. Finally, though it is difficult to be 
certain, the normal reading of καί in πῦρ xai γῆν (as opposed to, say, 
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πῦρ ἢ γῆν, or even better, ὅσοι πῦρ καὶ ὅσοι γῆν, which Theophrastus 
does not say) would be to have it join two items that belong together in 
the thinking of a dualist. 


6b27 For a discussion of the comments by Theophrastus on the Timaeus 
see Baltussen 2003. 


741 ἐν ταῖς λοιπαῖς refers, naturally, as in 6b21-22, to μεϑόδοις, not to 
ἐπιστῆμαι; see above, commentary on 6018 220 


7a1 σχεδόν] It is difficult to gauge the precise force of this adverb. (a) 
Most translators take it to modify what follows, οὕτω ἔχειν, so that the 
meaning is, "and in the rest of the sciences this seems pretty much to be 
so" (Ross, and similarly Tricot, Reale, Laks & Most, Henrich); whereas 
(b) Ishaq and van Raalte see it as modifying ἐν ταῖς λοιπαῖς. The point is 
not moot. In alternative (a), if the case is "almost" so in the rest of the dis- 
ciplines, i.e., if the principles are "almost" shaped and determined in the 
rest ofthe disciplines, this means that they are not fully determined in any 
discipline other than metaphysics, the discipline in which Theophrastus 
is currently engaged. In case (b), the principles are shaped and deter- 
mined in "almost" all the rest of the disciplines, which means that they 
are fully determined in most of the disciplines other than metaphysics, 
except for a few in which they are not. Now if (a) is what Theophrastus 
means, it would imply that, in the examples he provides next, mathe- 
matics would be a discipline without fully determined principles, some- 
thing which would be difficult to maintain given Aristotles statement (see 
the Loci Paralleli) that most of all it is mathematics that displays deter- 
minacy. Furthermore, if (a) is meant, the examples that follow would 
be pointless: if all the rest of the disciplines have no fully determined 
principles, why single out three of them as examples? It thus appears 
that σχεδόν should be read as modifying ἐν ταῖς λοιπαῖς, in which case 
the examples immediately following can be seen as providing explana- 
tion for σχεδόν by discriminating those disciplines which do not have 
fully determined principles from those who do. See the following com- 
ment. 


7a2 The transmitted Greek text of this line is problematic (καὶ ἐν ταῖς 
λοιπαῖς σχεδὸν ἔχειν οὕτω καϑάπερ ἡ γραμματικὴ καὶ μουσική), as 
is evident from the many attempts by scholars to emend it. The Latin 
translation reads, et in reliquis fere habere ita quemadmodum gramatica 
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et musica, which shows that A had the same text as the extant Greek 
manuscripts. The Arabic translation, by contrast, points the way to the 
solution, indicating that W had the correct reading. The error can thus 
be located in the common parent of the Messinan (A) and Constanti- 
nopolitan (α) recensions of the text but not in the archetype. 

The Arabic translation of this passage reads, “Now we find this to be 
so in the rest of the sciences except for a few, like writing and music, and 
the situation is the same with the mathematical [sciences]. This is dif- 
ferent from the Greek text we have in two important aspects. First, Ishaq 
clearly understood writing and music as two examples of the few sciences 
that form the exception to the rule, exemplified by mathematics, the sci- 
ence with the most ordered and determined principles. Since this under- 
standing cannot be achieved from the Greek text either as we have it or 
as emended by the scribe of J and other modern scholars, either Ishaq 
failed to understand the (relatively very simple) text, or he read before 
καϑάπερ some word(s) that fell out in the extant Greek manuscripts, 
ie. there is a lacuna before καϑάπερ. Second, the Arabic does list the 
three disciplines one after the other, but separates the first two (writ- 
ing and music) from the last (mathematics) by the expression, "the sit- 
uation is the same with" (wa-ka-dalika yajri l-amru fi). It seems quite 
improbable that this entire phrase would be a mere translation of καί 
in καὶ ταῖς μαϑηματικαῖς, the only word in the Greek text separating 
μουσική and μαϑηματικαῖς, unless something preceded in the lacuna 
that would impart such a sense to καί. Expressions of this sort through- 
out this text in Arabic translate various Greek adverbs like οὕτως and 
ὁμοίως (see the Glossary), but this particular one, ka-dalika yajri l-amru, 
in another passage (1148) translates ὡσαύτως. It is thus very probable 
that V may have read, καὶ (ὡσαύτως ἐν) ταῖς μαϑηματικαῖς, where ὥσ- 
وهس ناه‎ would indicate that Theophrastus was reverting to his discussion 
about the order and determinacy of principles after the brief parenthet- 
ical note differentiating grammar and music from mathematics. These 
two aspects of the Arabic version taken together suggest that a lacuna 
has to be assumed at least before καθάπερ, if not also before ταῖς µαϑη- 
ματικαῖς. 

Apart from the evidence of the Arabic translation, a lacuna before 
καϑάπερ has to be asssumed mainly for two reasons: first, it is difficult 
to account for the nominatives of ἣ γραμματικὴ καὶ μουσική in all the 
independent witnesses, including W and A: they could hardly have arisen 
from a corruption of the text as originally reconstructed by the scribe 
of J" and accepted by almost all modern editors (i.e., the addition of 
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év before the two nouns and of a iota subscript and circumflex of the 
final n of both for the dative), and they do not appear to have been 
a marginal gloss that was inserted into the text, as suggested by van 
Raalte (290n2); if they had, and they are athetized, then the phrase 
after οὕτω must read either καϑάπερ καὶ ταῖς μαϑηματικαῖς, or, if one 
assumes that χαϑάπερ also was part of the marginal gloss, just καὶ ταῖς 
μαϑηματικαῖς. But of these the first seems unlikely and the second is 
"rather pointless; as van Raalte 290 rightly points out: to say καὶ ταῖς 
μαϑηματικαῖς after having just said καὶ ἐν ταῖς λοιπαῖς without any 
intervening text to require the explicit declaration and affirmation of xoi 
ταῖς μαθηματικαῖς makes little sense; “one would at least have expected 
"καὶ δὴ ταῖς μαθηματικαῖς” Thus the nominative in the following two 
words after καθάπερ must be seen not itself as a corruption that needs to 
be corrected but as a fossil of the correct text which indicates an adjacent 
corruption, namely this lacuna. 

Second, if σχεδόν in 7a1 is taken as modifying ἐν ταῖς λοιπαῖς (see the 
preceding comment), the examples that follow must provide some expla- 
nation for Theophrastuss statement by discriminating among the vari- 
ous disciplines, and the two disciplines of grammar and music contrasted 
with mathematics would indeed provide such a discrimination. Further- 
more, if it is assumed that Theophrastus intended no such discrimina- 
tion, it seems rather unlikely that he would have put grammar and music 
at the very same level as mathematics with regard to the order and deter- 
minacy of their principles, or, for that matter, cited grammar and music 
before mathematics; for as it is, i.e., in the passage as reconstructed by 
the scribe of J", mathematics appears almost as an afterthought. But it 
is difficult not to see in this passage of Theophrastus an echo of the 
Aristotelian text in Metaphysics M 3, 1078a36-b2, τοῦ δὲ καλοῦ μέγι- 
στα εἴδη τάξις καὶ συμμετρία καὶ τὸ ὡρισμένον, ἃ μάλιστα δεικνύ- 
ovo αἱ μαϑηματικαὶ ἐπιστῆμαι. And if numbers are the principles of 
mathematics, it is difficult to see that they can compare, with regard 
to order and determinacy, with the principles of grammar and music, 
which are, respectively, φωναί, articulate sounds (Met. T 2, 1003b21), 
and φϑόγγου notes (De mundo 396b16, despite the spurious attribution 
of this work to Aristotle), both of which are produced by men and are 
accordingly quite variable. Similarly, in Plato’s Philebus (18a6-d2), gram- 
mar and music are presented as having an infinity of elements that have 
to be reduced to order (18a6-d2) and as sciences based on conjecture, 
having little that is certain and exact, as opposed to arithmetic (56a3- 


dı). 
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It is possible to go even further. Depending on what Theophrastus had 
in mind with ἀρχαί in this passage, it may be possible to point to prin- 
ciples of music which are even further removed from order and deter- 
minacy than notes. In a passage preserved in Plutarch’s Table Talk (1,5,2 
623A), we read that Theophrastus had said that the principles of music 
are three, “pain, pleasure, and inspiration,” λέγει δὲ μουσικῆς ἀρχὰς 
τρεῖς εἶναι, λύπην ἡδονὴν ἐνϑουσιασμόν (fr. 719A FHS&G). Affections 
such as these are neither orderly nor determinate. The same applies to 
“grammar, in that it could be said to have principles that are themselves 
further removed from order and determinacy than articulate sounds. In 
the Topics Aristotle defines γραμματική in such a way as to make of it, 
as a discipline, a qualitatively very different thing than mathematics. It 
is, he says (142b3 1-33, p. 241 CWA), “the knowledge how to write from 
dictation and how to read” (τὴν γραμματικὴν ἐπιστήμην τοῦ γράψαι τὸ 
ὑπαγορευθέν ... καὶ τοῦ ἀναγνῶναι). The principles of literacy, if that 
is what Theophrastus had in mind here with γραμματική, cannot have 
the same determinacy as those of mathematics. This evidence sufficiently 
indicates that in this passage Theophrastus is somehow making a distinc- 
tion between grammar and music on the one hand and mathematics on 
the other with regard to the order and determinacy of the principles of 
these disciplines, and that the clause with the two nouns in the nomina- 
tive expressed this distinction. 

The Arabic translation suggests that the structure of this entire sen- 
tence in Theophrastus was as follows: Theophrastus states a general state 
of affairs which he qualifies by using the word σχεδόν, opens up a paren- 
thetical aside in which he registers an exception to this general state, gives 
two examples of this exception (grammar and music), and finally reverts 
to the general state by giving an example of it, mathematics. As it turns 
out, Theophrastus uses such a syntactic structure, with slight variations, 
relatively frequently. Most immediately parallel is the following passage 
from HP VIL6,1, lines 4ff: ἅπαντα γάρ ἐστι τὰ γένη ταῦτα καὶ ἄγρια, 
καὶ σχεδὸν τά γε πολλὰ παραπλησίαν ἔχοντα τὴν ὄψιν τοῖς ἡμέροις, 
πλὴν τοῖς γε φύλλοις ἐλάττω ταῦτα καὶ τραχύτερα ... καϑάπερ ἥ τε 
ϑύμβρα xai ἡ ὀρίγανος. The following two passages have a similar struc- 
ture: HP IIL9,1, lines 1ff., καὶ σχεδὸν τά γε πλεῖστα διαιροῦσι ἄρρενι 
καὶ δήλει ... πλὴν ὀλίγων ὧν ἐστι καὶ f| πεύκη, and HP 1,6,6, lines 1 ff., 
σχεδὸν δὲ καὶ τῶν λαχανωδῶν τὰ πλεῖστα μονόρριζα ... πλὴν ἔνια καὶ 
ἀποφυάδας ἔχει μεγάλας, οἷον τὸ σέλινον. 

Since the Arabic indicates that what dropped out meant to say “except 
for a few” (ma hala s-sadd minha), the evidence above suggests that 
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the lacuna must have included the word πλήν plus another word. Πλήν 
is in fact translated by ma hald in this Essay (6b6), and the evidence 
of the translation literature indicates that sädd is rendered by παῦροι 
and ἔνιοι (see the commentary on the corresponding passage in the 
Arabic translation). Since Theophrastus uses παῦροι only once in his 
extant writings (HP VIII,7.4 1. 8), ἔνιοι would be a good candidate for 
the lacuna (it is used in the third example just cited), but so would 
ὀλίγοι, which is both used by Theophrastus (as in the second passage 
cited) and would fit the sense better in this context. It thus appears 
almost certain that the text that dropped out before καθάπερ here read, 
καὶ ἐν ταῖς λοιπαῖς σχεδὸν ἔχειν οὕτω "πλὴν ὀλίγαις,' καϑάπερ ἡ 
γραμματικὴ καὶ μουσική, καὶ ταῖς μαϑηματικαῖς. If this is the Greek 
text that was translated by Ishaq, then it may be possible to derive the 
amplified meaning of “the situation is the same with" from καί in καὶ 
ταῖς μαϑηματικαῖς, in which case one would not have to emend the 
following clause as well and read καὶ (ὡσαύτως ἐν) ταῖς µαϑηματι- 
X c. 


744 ἔτι δέ ... ὁμοίως, i.e., ὁμοίως ἔχει, the structure of the sentence 
paralleling the earlier one in 7a1, with ἔτι δέ adding yet another item 
after δέ in that line (cf. van Raalte 292, Laks & Most 50n9). 


784, 6 κατά, “in accordance with,” i.e., crafts, just like most of the dis- 
ciplines, bear out, as analogues, the observation made in 6b26-28 that 
order and determinacy are most appropriate to the first principles. For 
an analysis of this sentence see Henrich 110. 


726-7 The accusatives in ἐμμόρφους and ὑλικάς are parallel to those 
in ἀμόρφους and δυναμικάς (6025) and thus dependent, after the long 
parenthetical argument in 7a1-6, on the verb ὑποϑέσϑαι (6b23), to 
assume. 


7a7 πάσας here means “nothing but, just, only” (LSJ s.v. 1,4), not “all” 


7a7-8 tåg Y ἐμμόρφους καὶ τὰς τῆς ὕλης] The extant Greek manuscripts 
and the Latin translation add here this phrase, "both those possessed of 
shape and those of matter, which is absent from the Arabic translation 
and hence from its Greek exemplar W. This is clearly a marginal gloss 
that entered the main text in the manuscript transmission deriving from 
one transliteration from uncials (see the stemma codicum). In the highly 
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succinct style of this Essay, Theophrastus would have hardly wasted 
words explaining something obvious while letting stand other, more 
ambiguous expressions. 


7a10 ἄλογον δέ, introducing the objections to the “materialists’, is an- 
swered by χαλεπὸν δέ in 7a19, introducing the objections to the “formal- 
ists.” It is impossible in the English translation to place these two adjec- 
tives first in their respective sentences. 


7a10 xaxetvotc, “these [people]; must refer to the “materialists,” i.e., 
those who assume only indeterminate material first principles, one of 
the three groups of philosophers Theophrastus mentioned in Aporia 14. 
There has been much discussion on this subject (for which see the com- 
mentaries), with Laks & Most claiming that “them” refers to the “dual- 
ists, and everybody else the “materialists.” The arguments in favor of the 
“materialists” are the following. First, the subject “they” indicated in ay- 
βάνουσιν in the following sentence (7a16) cannot but be the same, in 
context, as "them" referred to by κἀχείνοις. Laks ὃς Most may be right in 
saying that it is not required that this be so (“il nest pas requis,” 52n17, 
which I take it to mean that there is no grammatical necessity that this be 
so), but then Theophrastus was writing with the purpose of being under- 
stood and, despite the elliptic nature of this Essay, he could not have 
violated all rules of contextual intelligibility: a verb without a subject in 
a sentence must necessarily refer to the subject expressed in a preced- 
ing sentence, unless there are other pointers to the contrary, and in this 
case there are none. Second, if it is assumed that “them” refers to anyone 
else other than the materialists against whom Theophrastus is arguing in 
this diaporia (14.1c), it would make no sense because it would be tauto- 
logical: to those who held any one of the three positions mentioned by 
Theophrastus, the other two must have naturally seemed “unreasonable;” 
so why should Theophrastus say that it would seem unreasonable, using 
even the conditional and not the indicative, as if the formalists and the 
dualists might even consider it reasonable? And why, in addition, "even 
or also (xalin κἀκείνοις) to these [people]”?—wouldnt it be normal, and 
not exceptional, for the views of the materialists to seem unreasonable to 
the formalists and dualists to begin with? Finally, the pronoun ἐκείνοις, 
since Theophrastus is going to argue against the materialists in what fol- 
lows, points forward to them rather than backward (as elsewhere in this 
Essay, at 9b13 and 11414), and thus there is no point in arguing to which 
of the preceding three groups the pronoun is referring (as Most 1988b, 
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244-245, does). Thus κἀκείνοις refers to the materialists, and Theophras- 
tus is saying, "it is unreasonable for the formalists and dualists—but also 
for the materialists themselves, were they to think seriously about the 
matter—to say that the world is ordered but not its principles, as Hera- 
clitus does.” The objection by Most 1988b, 244, in this instance that, if this 
were so, it would mean "that Theophrastus would be saying that Heracli- 
tus would find one of Heraclitus own aphorisms absurd,’ is precisely the 
case: Theophrastus is saying that were Heraclitus to think seriously about 
his paradoxical statement he might find it unreasonable.” As a matter of 
fact, in Metaphysics K 5 Aristotle (and/or perhaps also Theophrastus?) 
is saying exactly the same thing about Heraclitus: "If we had questioned 
Heraclitus himself in this way we might have forced him to confess that 
opposite statements can never be true ofthe same subjects. But, as it is, he 
adopted his opinion without understanding what his statement involved" 
(Met. K 5, 1062a31-35, CWA 1678; referred to by Viano 1992, 472n53). 
The "opposite statements" in this instance, in the Heraclitus quotation 
cited by Theophrastus in what follows, are "things poured out at random" 
(εἰκῇ κεχυμένα) on the one hand and “the most beautiful arrangement" 
(ὁ κάλλιστος κόσμος) on the other, which Heraclitus claims both to be 
true ofthe same subject, “flesh” or human body (σάρξ); see the comment 
at 7a15 below. 


7a12 (ἐν ...) λόγῳ, "formally principled"] This would appear to be the 
meaning of this polysemic word here and in the next paragraph (7a20), 
since what Theophrastus is talking about is the determinacy of the first 
principles in accordance with some "formula" or “plan” (Ross); these 
words, however, are hardly usable in this sense in contemporary English. 
“Proportion” (Ishaq, Tricot, Reale, van Raalte) is equally applicable, but 
if understood in these terms. By contrast, it seems implausible that the 
term would mean either "raison" (Laks & Most) or “Verhältnis” and 
“Erklarung” (Henrich). Given that Theophrastus quotes Heraclitus in 
this context, it may be also that he has this philosopher' concept of Aóyoc 
in mind. 


27 Cf. McDiarmid' 1941, 493-494, similar analysis of Theophrastus's motive for quot- 
ing Heraclitus: “to wrest from his [Heraclituss] own words an admission of an antithesis 
between the orderliness ofthe world of perception and the disorder ofthe principles from 
which the world is formed.” 

35 On the question of the authorship of this book and its relation to Theophrastus see 
Aubenque 1983, and especially p. 343 where its closeness to this Essay by Theophrastus 
is noted. 
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7a15 This Heraclitean fragment (DK 22 B 124; fr. 107 Marcovich 1978, 
2001; T 209 Mouraviev 1999) and its text have been much discussed; see 
Most 1988b, Viano 1992, van Raalte 301-306, Henrich 111-112, 298- 
315, Mouraviev 1999, 163-166 and their references to earlier literature. 
There are two contested readings in the Greek text, σάρξ and the article 
ὃ before κόσμος. 2005 is universally attested: all the Greek manuscripts 
and the Arabic (V) and Latin (A) translations have it, so that if it is indeed 
erroneous it would be one of the primitive errors of the Neoplatonic 
archetype manuscript. With few exceptions, all scholars have thought it 
untenable and emended it, mostly with a word that means “a heap or a 
pile [of sweepings]” (σάρµα Diels, σάρον Bernays, σωρός Usener, etc; see 
the apparatus, and in particular the complete table of proposed readings 
in Mouraviev 1999, 165), so that the resulting text meant, “the most fair 
universe is like a rubbish-heap of things thrown anyhow” (Ross), and the 
like. However, what is untenable is this emendation, because it presents 
the wrong comparison and ruins the point that Theophrastus is trying 
to make. In this paragraph he is objecting to those philosophers who 
posit only indeterminate material principles but hold that everything that 
derives from these indeterminate principles is nevertheless determinate 
and ordered, and gives the quotation of Heraclitus as example for such 
a belief. Thus what we need to have in the quotation is an indeterminate 
principle and an ordered universe. Specifically, this means the following. 
It is to be noted that the Heraclitean quotation is parallel in a chiasmus to 
the structure of the preceding statement of the problem by Theophrastus: 
ὃ μὲν ὅλος οὐρανός ... περιόδοις is repeated in ὁ κάλλιστος κόσμος, 
while ἐν δὲ ταῖς ἀρχαῖς μηϑὲν τοιοῦτον is paralleled by εἰκῇ κεχυµέ- 
vwv (cf. Ross’s 61 comment on the contrast indicated). In other words, 
the indeterminate principle in the quotation is represented merely by the 
adverb εἰκῇ and the implied agents (χέοντες) of the passive participle 
κεχυμένων;” while everything else that derives from them is represented 
by ὁ κάλλιστος κόσμος. So what is needed in the quotation, in order for 
the point Theophrastus is making to be made, is to have the word(s) rep- 
resenting the random principles to stand by themselves in sharp contrast, 
and not be subordinated syntactically, to the orderliness of the universe. 
In the text as emended by most scholars, however, we get instead a disor- 
dered universe: This most fair universe (i.e., what derives from the prin- 
ciples) is like a rubbish-heap of things thrown about at random. 


?? ILe., the indeterminate principle is not, as McDiarmid 1941, 494, thought, repre- 
sented by κεχυµένα but by their agent(s) who did the outpouring. 
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Arguing along lines similar to those who would emend σάρξ, but 
“taking εἰκῇ κεχυµένων as a partitive genitive attached to ὁ κάλλιστος, 
and 6 κόσμος as a predicate defining that preceding phrase,’ Most 1988b, 
246, suggested reading σωρῶν for σάρξ as the plural word modified by 
πεχυµένων. He accordingly translated, “Just like the most beautiful of the 
heaps piled at random [is] the world-order? This is better, in that it makes 
what is derived from the principles to be the most beautiful of the heaps, 
but it is equally marred by calling it “heaps” of things, implying a pell-mell 
and not orderly arrangement. The problem with all these emendations is 
that by integrating the word that is substituted for 0008 into the syntax 
of the words that follow it, there inevitably results that this syntactic unit 
(“a heap of random things”) becomes the phrase that in the end describes 
“the universe” (6 κόσμος). But according to the sense of the comparison 
that Theophrastus is trying to make, the universe is what derives from 
the principles, and for his comparison to work, the phrase that describes 
the universe must say that it is absolutely ordered and determinate. But 
these emendations say the opposite. 

The objections I raised so far against these emendations are based on 
the syntax that results from these emendations and on the concomitant 
sense, which is the opposite of the one required. A more compelling 
objection, however, is presented by the transmission of the text and the 
manuscript affiliations, or stemmatics. The corruption of an allegedly 
correct σάρον or σάρµα or σωρῶν, etc., into the transmitted σάρξ, given 
the very nature of the corruption, could only have happened in the trans- 
mission of the text in minuscule copies (as Most 1988b, 247; Marcovich 
2001, 548, etc., explain), i.e., after the transliteration of an uncial exem- 
plar into minuscule copies. But this is impossible, for the reading σάρξ is 
already to be found in the uncial Neoplatonic archetype: both the Arabic 
translation, which represents one transliteration from uncials, and the 
Greek manuscripts together with the Latin translation, which represent 
the second transliteration, read σάρξ. Accordingly, unless one assumes 
that the same corruption of σάρον, etc., to σάρξ occurred in both tradi- 
tions independently of each other, the alleged corruption must have hap- 
pened in uncials, something which is difficult to justify palaeographically. 

All these considerations make it likely, therefore, that first, σάρξ may 
be the right reading after all—it certainly is supported by all the manu- 
scripts while its derivation from a corruption is decidedly not—and sec- 
ond, that it must be detached syntactically from what follows in order to 
avoid ending up, like the proposed emendations, as just described, with 
a sense that is the opposite of the one desired. H. Gomperz did precisely 
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that in 1922 (p. xxvi); he read the text of the quotation with a comma 
or a colon after σάρξ, he secluded both articles, thus reading, σάρξ: εἰκῇ 
κεχυμένων [δ] κάλλιστος [6] κόσμος, and he translated, “der Menschen- 
leib: zufalliger Ergiessung (d.h. des Samens) vollkommene Wohlgestalt.’ 
Diels, who printed this reading and translation in his 1922 Nachtrage, 
dismissed them out of hand, without discussion. More responsibly, Most 
1988b, 245, objected to this interpretation by finding (a) the seclusion of 
both articles, with the implication that there had been a double interpo- 
lation, “implausible,” (b) the “separation between σάρξ and «eyvuévov 
scarcely tolerable,” (c) the meaning of κεχυµένων as Ergiessung “quite 
strained,” and (d) the meaning of κόσμος in Heraclitus as Wohlgestalt 
unlikely, suggesting that it "should refer to the universe? But none of 
these objections has any support. (a) It may be implausible to assume 
two masculine singular articles to have been interpolated in the passage, 
but not one, which is in fact what happened, as I will explain below. (b) 
Second, the separation between σάρξ and xeyvuévov is quite regular if 
the quotation is seen as a “definition,” as Viano 1992, 471 suggested; other 
instances of such separation in the fragments of Heraclitus can be seen, 
e.g., at fr. B 33 and B 67: νόμος: καὶ βουλῆι πείϑεσϑαι ἑνός, and, θεός: 
ἡμέρη εὐφρόνη, κτλ. (c) As for Gomperzs translation of κεχυµένων, a 
plural passive participle, with a singular gerund, Ergiessung, literally an 
“outpouring” but specified by Gomperz as "discharge of semen,’ may not 
have been what Heraclitus had primarily in mind (though it can never be 
ruled out with this philosopher, so polysemic in his expression), but there 
can be no doubt that the word means "things poured out" in the sense of 
"things thrown about,’ which is a most apposite signification in context. 
But whatever the primary meaning intended by Heraclitus, this does not 
affect Gomperz’s understanding of the syntax of the Greek, which reads 
0008 as syntactically separate from what follows. (d) Finally, not only 
does the word κόσμος in this fragment not refer to the universe, as the 
context, which I discuss next, makes clear, but, on the basis of all avail- 
able evidence (presented in detail by Kirk 1970, 311-314), it cannot mean 
"universe" in Heraclitus but arrangement and order, perhaps ornament; 
the meaning of “world” or "universe" was a later development.?? 

After Gomperz, the word σάρξ and both masculine articles in the pas- 
sage were retained by scholars representing two different approaches, 
those who kept σάρξ as part of the Heraclitean fragment but removed 


30 Most 1988b, 254n84, cites Kerschensteiner's Kosmos (Munich 1962) in support of 
his statement but not Kirk’s discussion of the evidence against it. 
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from it the word κόσμος, and those who did the opposite. The first 
was introduced by McDiarmid 1941, who claimed the fragment con- 
sisted of only the following words, σὰρξ εἰκῇ κεχυμένων ó κάλλιστος, 
which he translated as, “the fairest man is flesh composed of parts scat- 
tered at random.’ This interpretation is problematic primarily because 
McDiarmid did not parse the fragment satisfactorily in its surrounding 
syntax?! (though his analysis of the context in which it is found and its 
intended effect is accurate), but it found the approval of Kirk 1970 who 
accordingly did not include the Theophrastean citation in his study of 
Heraclituss cosmic fragments. McDiarmid was followed by P. Friedlan- 
der 1942 who, perceiving the difficulty of forcing 6 κάλλιστος to mean 
“the fairest man” without any other corroborating markers, suggested 
correcting the text to read, σὰρξ εἰκῇ κεχυμέν(η ἀνϑρώπ)ων ὁ κάλλι- 
στος, by assuming the missing letters to have dropped out through a mis- 
reading of an abbreviation in a manuscript. But the evidence of the Ara- 
bic translation, to be discussed next, indicates that the omission which 
Friedlander supposed must have existed in the Neoplatonic archetype of 
Theophrastus’s Essay, which was in uncials; and uncial manuscripts of 
non-Christian Greek texts did not use such abbreviations by contraction 
like that posited by Friedländer.” To this group would also belong the 
implausible reading suggested by Mouraviev 1999, who read the frag- 
ment as, ὥσπερ σὰρξ εἰκῆι xexv(n)uévov ὁ κάλλιστος, and translated, 
“tel de la viande (de fausse couche = möle) en vrac (est) le plus beau des 
enfantés.”*? 

The second approach to the text by those scholars who retained, like 
Gomperz, the word σάρξ is represented by the studies of Bollack & Wis- 
mann 1972, fr. 124, and by Viano 1992, 471. They saw both articles as 


31 See the objections by Most 1988b, 245-246. 

32 E.M. Thompson, Greek and Latin Palaeography, Oxford: Clarendon Press 1912, 76- 
78. 
55 On the basis of this translation one is to understand that Mouraviev took σὰρξ εἰκῆι 
as the predicate of the sentence, but "flesh randomly, or *miscarried embryo randomly? 
as he interpreted the phrase, can hardly stand alone (the noun cannot be modified by 
the adverb); in other words, the syntax of the fragment can hardly be, ὁ κάλλιστος τῶν 
κεκυ(η)μένων ἐστὶ ὥσπερ σὰρξ εἰκῆι. Besides, the sentence as a whole, if it means, “The 
most beautiful of babies (7, children? embryos?) is like a miscarried embryo,’ makes little 
sense both in itself and especially in the context in which Theophrastus is quoting the 
adage. In addition, Mouraviev introduced yet another emendation (κεκυ(η)μένων) to the 
transmitted text without any basis; his reference to Diog. Laert. IIL72, τοῦ καλλίστου τῶν 
γεννητῶν as a description of 4ó0uoc, with reference to Platos Timaeus, is hardly relevant, 
especially since he left κόσμος out of the fragmant and otherwise did not integrate it into 
the overall sentence of Theophrastus. 
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part of the text and considered the word σάρξ, after which they punctu- 
ated the text, not as part of the Heraclitean fragment but as a word intro- 
duced by Theophrastus for the sake of comparison, while they admitted 
the word κόσμος into the fragment. They translated, respectively, “Des 
choses jetées la au hasard, le plus bel arrangement, ce monde-ci, and “ «la 
più bella organizzazione di cose sparse a caso », dice Eraclito, « [sarebbe] 
l'Universo » * In this interpretation, to arrive at the meaning they desired, 
both Bollack ὃς Wismann and Viano, read κόσμος twice in the text, the 
first time as if the words ὁ κάλλιστος by themselves implied κόσμος, as 
follows: ὥσπερ σάρξ, “εἰκῇ χεχυμένων ὁ κάλλιστος (xó0uoc); φησὶν 
Ἡράλλειτος, “ὁ κόσμος” But this again is forced and unnecessary. 

The main problem in all of these interpretations except Gomperz's 
(both those which would emend 00.08 and those which would keep it) is 
that because of the context of the fragment, where Theophrastus speaks 
of 6 ὅλος οὐρανός just before quoting it (7a11), it has been assumed 
that the word κόσμος in it has to mean the universe. But the real point 
of the Theophrastean context is not to speak about the universe but 
about order, τάξις and λόγος (7a12), which, according to the materialists, 
is found in what derives from the principles but not in the principles 
themselves; thus for the Heraclitean quotation to serve Theophrastus’s 
purpose in the comparison, the word κόσμος must mean order and 
orderly arrangement, not universe.” 

At this point it is useful to look at the Arabic translation; the Latin 
does not add anything new insofar as it has the same text as the Greek 
manuscripts without providing any clues about the two masculine arti- 
cles in the quotation (caro si? confusorum pulcherimus ait Heraclitus 
mundus). The Arabic, on the other hand, suggests the correct reading. 
For the words ἀλλ᾽... κόσμος it reads, “but the most sublime thing is 
like flesh scattered to no purpose, as Heraclitus said" (lakin ajallu l-umüri 
bi-manzilati lahmin mantürin batilan, ‘ala mà gala Iraglitus). In Greek, 
following the Arabic syntax, this stands for, ἀλλ᾽ ὁ κάλλιστος κόσμος 


34 This further corroborates the argument by Kirk 1970, 311-314, about the meaning 
of κόσμος in Heraclitus and at the same time obviates the need (felt by Kirk 1970, 313, 
following McDiarmid 1941 and Friedlander 1942) to consider the word in this fragment 
as not belonging to Heraclitus but to Theophrastus on account of its alleged meaning 
"universe? 

35 Si translates only the ei part of εἰκῇ, with the xf] part most likely omitted by haplog- 
raphy with the following first syllable xe of χεχυμένων, as Kley 21 suggests. Mouraviev 
1999, 166, without mentioning Kley's explanation, suggests instead a misreading of ein 
for εἰκῆ. 
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ὥσπερ σὰρξ κεχυμένη εἰκῇ, ὥς φησιν Ἡράκλειτος. Re-arranging the 
same words in the order of the actual Greek text, we get, ἀλλ᾽ ὥσπερ 
σὰρξ εἰκῇ κεχυμένη ὁ κάλλιστος, ὥς φησιν Ἡράκλειτος, κόσμος. Now 
it is doubtful that the Greek exemplar (W) of the Arabic translation 
actually had χεχυμένη; in all likelihood it had the transmitted genitive 
plural, but because Ishaq apparently could not understand κεχυμένων 
after the feminine σάρξ (reading, like his modern counterparts, σάρξ 
together with what follows rather than separating it) he translated it as 
if the participle were singular feminine. For the same reason it would 
appear that he rendered κόσμος in a general way as “things,” umir, 
rather than literally. However, the Arabic version clearly has óc (‘ald ma) 
before φησίν (thus corroborating Hommels and Marcovichs conjectural 
addition) and reads ó κάλλιστος κόσμος (ajallu l-umüri) without the 
article 6 before κόσμος. The presence of ὡς in W helps explain how the 
second article 6 was inserted before κόσμος. To begin with, ὥς must have 
dropped through haplography after κάλλιστος in the other branch of the 
transmission represented by the Greek manuscripts and the exemplar of 
the Latin translation. Once ὡς disappeared from the text, the resulting 
reading ὁ κάλλιστος φησὶν Ἡράκλειτος prompted some copyist, “who 
took 6 κάλλιστος with Ἡράκλειτος” to add the 6 in ὁ κόσμος, as Ross 
61 explains. The reading in Y, as it can be recovered from the Arabic 
translation, thus directs us to add ὥς before φησιν and eliminate the 
article 6 before κόσμος. 

The correct way to read the Heraclitean "definition" which Theophras- 
tus is using in his argument thus becomes, σάρξ, εἰκῇ κεχυμένων ὃ κάλ- 
Motos, "ὥς: φησιν Ἡράλλειτος, [ó] κόσμος, meaning, “Flesh [as the 
contour of the human body]: of things poured out at random, the most 
beautiful, as Heraclitus says, arrangement? Gomperz was right, except 
that he secluded the first masculine article unnecessarily and rendered 
his reading less likely. Heraclitus is not talking about the universe but 
merely about the human body, by means of whose definition he can illus- 
trate his theory, according to Theophrastus, that the disordered and inde- 
terminate principles, responsible for the pouring out of the elements at 
random, bring about in actual fact perfectly arranged and orderly wholes. 
And this is precisely what Theophrastus is castigating him for, pointing 
out the utter lack of logic in this statement, as does Aristotle in the pas- 
sage from Met. K 5, 1062a31-35, cited in the commentary on 7a10 above. 

Heraclituss definition of the human body is in perfect accord with all 
we know about ancient Greek conceptions, for it was widely held that the 
outward part of the body, or the contours of the flesh, “adorn” (κόσμος) 
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the aggregate that forms the human body. In a similar context Galen 
expresses the same view, perhaps even with the saying or definition of 
Heraclitus, his Ionian countryman, in mind: καὶ τί γὰρ ἄλλ᾽ ἢ πρὸ πάν- 
των τῶν κυρίων μερῶν εἰς ἅπασαν ἔκκειται βλάβην τὸ σαρκῶδες yé- 
νος; οὕτως ἐξ ἁπάντων ἡ φύσις ὠφελεῖ τε ἅμα καὶ κοσμεῖ καὶ φρουρεῖ 
τὸ ζῷον (De usu partium IV.10,3 Kühn). 

There remains the question whether ὥσπερ belongs to the Hera- 
clitean fragment or is Theophrastuss word. Given that Heraclitus wrote 
aphorisms and “definitions” rather than similes or homoeomata, which, 
by their very nature contain words like ὥσπερ (cf. A. Elter, Gnomica 
homoeomata, Bonn 1900-1904), the second alternative is preferable (cf. 
also Marcovich 2001, 549). 


7215-16 xai ... δ, "and ... eve] The conjunction xai here is used in 
a contrasting sense in an ascending climax (Denniston 293): not only 
does the self-contradictory nature of their view just mentioned in the 
preceding sentence (i.e., the world is ordered but its principles are not) 
not seem unreasonable to them, but on top of that (καί) they take this to 
be the case even in the smallest detail, for animate and inanimate beings 
alike. 


7216 λαμβάνουσιν, i.e., in context, ἅπαντ᾽ ἐν τάξει καὶ λόγῳ ἐν δὲ ταῖς 
ἀρχαῖς μηϑὲν τοιοῦτον, that is, they take things to be as described in the 
previous sentence. 


7a16 ὁμοίως] Given the word order, the adverb ὁμοίως belongs with 
the following phrase, ἐν ἀψύχοις καὶ ἐμψύχοις (cf. van Raalte 307). 
If ὁμοίως were to be read with λαμβάνουσιν, as Laks & Most 52n18 
suggest, and the phrase ἐν ἀψύχοις καὶ ἐμψύχοις were an addition for 
specification, then Theophrastus would have said ὁμοίως λαμβάνουσιν 
ἐν ἀψύχοις τε καὶ ἐμψύχοις. 


7219 χαλεπὸν δέ responds to ἄλογον δέ in the preceding paragraph, 
7a10. 


7a20 πάλιν αὖ] The Arabic supports Zeller's emendation of αὐτό of the 
Greek manuscripts to αὖ τό; πάλιν is rendered by aydan, “also, again,” 
while there is no demonstrative pronoun that would correspond to αὐτό. 
The function of πάλιν here is to introduce a new set of objections to 
another doctrine, that of the "formalists? 
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7a20 Note the article in τοὺς λόγους: not some formal principles but 
its own internal principles; τούς here contrasts with ἑτέρων in line 
7a23. 


7a21 συνάγοντας, “collective referral”; see the relevant passages from 
Aristotle cited by van Raalte 312. 


702 παράδειγµα] Rendered as “example” by all translators, the word nev- 
ertheless makes sense here if understood in its Platonic sense of “paradig- 
matic" cause, as also used by what has been argued is the early Aristo- 
tle, in Metaphysics A 2 and Physics B 3 (see the Loci Paralleli), where he 
equates it with the formal cause. This meaning is justified by the word λό- 
yous (7a20) which Theophrastus is talking about in this Diaporia (14.2) 
and which, given the structure of his exceptive syntax, is then identi- 
fied with the "shapes and varieties of atmospheric and terrestrial" phe- 
nomena. He says, in effect, that it is difficult to ascribe formal princi- 
ples (λόγους) to everything in the realm of generation and corruption in 
all cases unless these formal principles can be assumed to be the atmo- 
spheric and terrestrial phenomena; that they can, in fact, be so assumed is 
implied in his use of πλὴν ei with the indicative (van Raalte 314). And he 
continues by saying that some philosophers (apparently his Peripatetic 
colleagues) do precisely that, claiming that whatever is entailed by the 
variation of the four seasons (i.e., the atmospheric and terrestrial phe- 
nomena) constitutes the greatest such paradigmatic cause in the realm 
of which is to be found (ἐν αἷς, the preposition being used roughly as at 
486; see above and cf. Laks & Most 53n24) the very process of genera- 
tion. The sun, he concludes, acts as if it were (oiov) the begetter, echo- 
ing (and apparently referring to) Aristotles very passage (Phys. B 2-3, 
194b13-29) where there is mentioned both the suns ultimate generative 
power and the definition οΓπαράδειγµα. Furthermore, that παράδειγµα 
refers to a cause (and not to an example) is also evident from Aristotle's 
words in a related passage in the Physics, © 5, 257b10, ὅλως γεννᾷ τὸ 
ἔχον τὸ εἶδος, “in general what possesses the form begets.” Theophras- 
tuss reference to the former Aristotelian passage (in Phys. B 3) cannot be 
accidental, for Aristotle's point is the issue which concerns Theophrastus 
here: if the student of physics knows the formal and final cause up to 


36 For Theophrastus’s apparent response to another passage in Aristotle’s Physics see 
Bodnár 2002, 79n10. 
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a certain point (µέχρι tov, Phys. 194b11, the reading of manuscripts 
E and J) and it is the job of the metaphysician to know the essence 
of separable being, as Aristotle argues, then Theophrastus raises the 
question, first, of the extent to which this in fact can be accomplished 
beyond the admission of the causality of atmospheric phenomena, and 
second, with his one-word qualification of the sun's generative power 
(οἷον), how that is to be understood. In his own Physics (fr. 176 FHS&G), 
Theophrastus says that things are generated by something that is similar, 
or opposite, or in actuality; the sun generates as a cause in actuality. See 
the comments on the fragment by Sharples 1998, 125-127, and especially 
the discussion by Bodnár 2002, 79-81. 

Ifthe mention of παράδειγµα here is indeed in its Academic sense (see 
Bonitz Index s.v. for the references), as I argue, then this has implications 
for the date of Theophrastus Essay (as discussed in Part I, Chapter 1.1). 
Ross 1936, 512, assigns this usage of the word to Aristotles "Platonic 
period,’ during his first residence in Athens, and says that “it never occ- 
curs in his [Aristotles] later references to εἶδος” It is justifiable to think 
that Theophrastus stands temporally close to this passage in Aristotle's 
Physics. For the importance of the word in later developments in Platonic 
and Aristotelian philosophy see Merlans discussion in The Cambridge 
History of Later Greek and Early Medieval Philosophy, A.H. Armstrong, 
ed., Cambridge: Cambridge University press, 1970, 54-55. 


7b3 τὰς ὥρας τὰς ἐτησίους] Useners 1890 conjecture of ἐτησίους for 
the corrupt words in the extant Greek manuscripts is corroborated by 
the reading of W as reflected in the Arabic translation. As for ὧραι in this 
context of generation caused by the sun and meteoric phenomena, there 
appears to be little doubt that it refers to seasons; cf. CP III.2.6 (cited by 
van Raalte 318), τοῦτο δ᾽ ἐν δυοῖν ὥραιν γίνεται... ἔαρι καὶ μετοπόρῳ' 
... τότε γάρ ... ὁ ἥλιος ϑερμαίνων ἄγει καὶ ὁ ἀὴρ μαλακός ἐστιν καὶ 
ξρσώδης ... κτλ. 


Αροτία 15 


7b5-8 (ἀφορισμὸν ἀπαιτοῦντα μέχρι πόσου καὶ διὰ τί). This aporia is 
in two parts: 


Aporia 15a, deriving from the immediately preceding diaporiae: How far 
what is endowed with order extends; 
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Aporia 15b, mentioned for future discussion (in Diaporia 24.1 at 11b7- 
12): Why what is endowed with order cannot extend beyond a certain point 
for in that case the change would be for the worse. 


7b6-9 The μέν ... δέ construction is clear here: in the μέν part Theo- 
phrastus wraps up the previous discussion (6b23-7b5) on the nature 
of the principles—whether they are determined or not—and in the δέ 
part (7b9) launches the next question, that of their rest or immobility. 
If it is not justifiable to print the second part of the sentence as a sep- 
arate paragraph even for editorial convenience, then the unity of the 
sentence must certainly not be broken by a full stop between the two 
parts. 


707 ἀπαιτοῦντα ... καὶ διὰ τί] The object of ἀπαιτοῦντα for the first 
question, µέχρι πόσου, is clearly ἀφορισμόν, but for the second question, 
διὰ τί, it cannot be the same because of the sense: a “why” question cannot 
be answered by a delimitation or definition (pace Laks & Most: "que l'on 
définissse ... pourquoi”) but by an answer "because"; thus a word like 
(ἀπόχρισιν) ἀπαιτοῦντα is to be understood here (cf. Ross: “demanding 
... an account of the reason why"). 


7b8 τὸ πλέον, “more [of it]; i.e., of what is endowed with order; the 
reference to τεταγμένον is effected through the definite article in to 
πλέον. 


7b8 ἤ] There seems to be little room for the apparent disagreement 
among the commentators either for the correction by the scribe of J" of 
the original ei (also in V and A) into ἤ, adopted by all modern editors, 
or for its meaning: the phrase ἢ εἰς τὸ χεῖρον ἡ μετάβασις explains the 
preceding question, "Why is more of order impossible?"; because, the 
answer is, otherwise (ἤ = or, (if more order were possible,)) the change 
would be for the worse. Van Raalte 326 points to the common use of ij in 
the sense of ei δὲ μή (Bonitz Index 312b36), while Theophrastuss view of 
why more order is impossible is discussed later in the Essay, at 11b7-12. 
There are thus here only two subjects mentioned for future discussion: 
the extent of reality that is endowed with order, and the impossibility of 
reality being completely endowed with order on the ground that more 
order would lead to corruption. 
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7b9-8a7 (περὶ τῆς ἠρεμίας ἀπορήσειεν ἄν τις): Aporia about the rest at 
which the first principles are (how it is to be understood). 


Diaporia 16 (7b11-19). If the rest is conceived as something better, then 
it would be worthy of the first principles, but not if it is conceived as 
privation of motion. But if rest is ascribed to them in order to avoid 
an infinite regress of prime movers who initiate motion by themselves 
being in motion, then they should be said to be in an actualized state 
(ἐνέργεια) rather than motion, for motion is ascribed to the sensible 
world. 


Diaporia 16.1 (7b19-23). Sense perception seems somehow to corroborate 
the possibility of self-movement—i.e., the identity of mover and moved—on 
the grounds that the mover both acts and is acted upon, something which 
applies (with greater cogency) to intellect and god. 


Diaporia 16.2 (7b23-8a7), re-statement and discussion of Aporia 8. To 
say that the (heavenly bodies) that desire (the first principle,) which is 
at rest, do not imitate it (because they are not at rest but in motion) 
is problematic: for why is their (desire) not accompanied by (the same 
outcome of imitation as) that of others? This case, however, should be 
thought of differently. For had the heavenly bodies done so and everything 
else followed them, then the universe, which is taken to be most perfect, 
would not be a well regulated whole like a city or animal with parts but 
something without parts (i.e., an undifferentiated mass at rest). 


This aporia and the following analysis continue the discussion about the 
questions raised by the theory of the unmoved mover. See the references 
given in Aporia 6 above. 


7b11 ὡς βέλτιον] The implied structure of this sentence is, ἀπορεῖν περὶ 
τῆς ἠρεμίας εἴτε ὡς βέλτιόν τι εἴτε ὡς ἀργία καὶ στέρησίς τις κινήσεως. 
The question raised about rest thus entails that one investigate whether 
it is to be taken as something better in itself or as some cessation of 
movement, and hence a negative attribute in itself. I take ἀργία καὶ 
στέρησις to be both complemented by the following genitive, κινήσεως 
(cessation and privation of movement). Cf. the various readings of this 
sentence in van Raalte 334 and Henrich 117. 
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7b13 GAN εἴπερ ... ἀντιμεταλλακτέον] With this sentence Theophras- 
tus reacts to what he perceives is a false dichotomy in the way the problem 
has been expressed: with regard to what qualification to ascribe to the 
first principles, the choice is not between rest and motion—if rest, that 
is, is a cessation and privation of motion—but rather between rest and 
ἐνέργεια, because ἐνέργεια, as an actualized state, a state of consum- 
mate being, is better than motion because it is complete, while motion 
is “incomplete consummation” (ἐνέργεια ἀτελής, in fr. 153A, line 13, 
FHS&G, and cf. the commentary by Sharples 1998, 66 ff.; Rudolph 1988, 
234). Objecting sharply to the false dichotomy (ἀλλ.), he says, if (one is 
to ascribe (ἀνάπτειν) any qualification to the principles) at all (εἴπερ), an 
actualized state of consummate being should be exchanged (-μεταλλακ- 
τέον) in the place of (ἀντι-) rest as their chief attribute. The hapax 
legomenon ἀντιμεταλλακτέον in the fifteenth century manuscript D 
would appear to be an apposite scribal emendation from τι µεταλλα- 
xtéov in A (from which D derives directly). Cf. Laks & Most 55n30 and 
van Raalte 336-337. 


7b15 τὴν δὲ κίνησιν [ἐν] τοῖς αἰσθητοῖς, sc. ἀναπτέον] As mentioned 
in the preceding comment, Theophrastus says that it is an actualized 
state of consummate being that should be (-téov in ἀντιμεταλλακτέον) 
ascribed to the principles, whereas motion, which was mentioned in 
the preceding clause (στέρησίς τις κινήσεως), should be ascribed, it is 
understood, to the sensibles. Thus Usener’s suggestion that the missing 
verb here that would require the accusative in τὴν χίνησιν is ἀναπτέον 
is correct and necessary (and not “something like ϑετέον εἶναι” Ross 
63). This verb (ἀνάπτω) takes its indirect object in the dative and this 
requires that ἐν in ἐν τοῖς αἰσθητοῖς be secluded; in all probability it was 
added by a scribe who did not see the immediate connection between 
ἀνάψειεν and ἀνάψει in 7b11 and 13 and the dative in this passage. 
Rosss reason (63 top) for keeping the manuscript reading on the grounds 
that Theophrastuss style is "loose" is hardly justified: Theophrastuss style 
is fast and elliptical but not sloppy, and he adhered to the minimum 
requirements of intelligibility. 


7b18 λογῶδες] This is another rare word in extant classical Greek. The 
suffix -ώδης, like -ειδής, indicates that the basic meaning is “having the 
nature or form of" (Schwyzer 418). In this case, having the nature of 
words without substance, mere verbiage. The actual spelling in J provides 
a clue to its transformation from λογῶδες to λογοειδὲς in the manuscript 
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tradition. The scribe had originally written on the line Aoywidec, without 
accent, which he then changed by adding an epsilon over the iota of the 
word, thus resulting in λογωειδες. This must have later given rise to 
λογοειδες through a change from the omega to omikron. It is not clear 
why in the original spelling of J there should have been an iota after the 
omega, unless one suppose that some earlier scribe had taken the omega 
to be that of dative and added an iota adscript. 


7b20 δεῖν is the reading corrected by Laks & Most for the transmitted 
det in the Greek manuscripts and apparently also in W and A (thus 
constituting one of the primitive errors in the Neoplatonic archetype). 
See the corresponding note to the Arabic translation; and see Most 1988c, 
176, for Kley's suggestion of πᾶν for dei, based on a faulty transcription 
of the Latin manuscript reading. 


7b21-22 διὰ τὸ ποιεῖν καὶ πάσχειν provides the reason for something 
that has just been said, but because the expression is apparently elliptical, 
the question is for what. It has been taken by some to mean, διὰ τὸ 
ποιεῖν καὶ πάσχειν (ἕτερα εἶναι), “en vertu de la distinction entre agir 
et patir” (Tricot), or “because the one acts and the other is acted on” 
(Ross, English translation in Reale 1980), understanding the phrase to 
explain the preceding ἕτερον. Some others have opted for a neutral 
rendering, as if the phrase read, διὰ τὸ ποιεῖν καὶ πάσχειν (εἶναι), "parce 
qu'il y a agir et pätir” (Laks & Most, van Raalte, Henrich, Ishaq). This, 
however, eschews the responsibility of understanding what the phrase 
is used to explain: certainly there is acting and being-acted-upon, but 
is the acting and being-acted-upon being done by the same entity or 
by two different ones? The whole point is that Theophrastus wishes to 
support the first alternative—he claims, as in his fr. 271 FHS&G, that 
body and soul are self-movers—and that is why he uses the phrase; the 
neutral translation does not make this point. There is, finally, Usener's 
1861 and 1890 conjecture to read τὸ ποιοῦν instead of τὸ ποιεῖν (with 
the added refinement by Fobes to read to (τὸ) ποιοῦν), adopted by 
Reale 1964, "perché ció che muove subisce anche movimento" ("because 
that which causes movement is also moved"), which everybody seems 
to like—since it obviously makes the point that Theophrastus is trying to 
make— but shies away from. But there seems to be no need even to emend 
the text to get this desired meaning. The presumably elliptical phrase is 
to be read with the emphasis on the καί in the sense of “also,” διὰ τὸ 
ποιεῖν xai πάσχειν, "because of both acting and being acted upon, that 
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is, on the part of that which causes movement, τὸ κινοῦν, the subject 
of the subordinate clause. As the subject, the explanatory phrase would 
naturally be taken as referring to it, and thus there would be no need 
to add in that phrase, διὰ τὸ ποιεῖν καὶ πάσχειν (αὐτό). In English the 
subject pronoun has to be added, “on the ground that [it] both acts and 
is acted upon,” but the elliptical phrase turns out to be not so elliptical. 


8a2 τί γάρ ... τῶν ἄλλων;] The sentence is corrupt in all the Greek 
manuscripts, including V and A; the version given here and by Ishaq 
depends on emendation and interpretation. Ross’s correction of the 
transmitted οὖσιν ἀκολουϑεῖ into οὐ συνακολοϑεῖ can hardly be doubt- 
ed, if the passage is to make any sense without substantial additions or 
alterations. Usener's 1890 correction of the initial ei to ti may be more 
open to doubt, and has led van Raalte to assume a lacuna after this sen- 
tence, since reading “if” for “why” would make it into a conditional 
protasis without an apodosis. If the sentence is emended as Ross sug- 
gests, its interpretation then hinges on the identification of the referents 
of the pronouns. “They” (αὐτοῖς) could hardly refer to anything other 
than τὰ ὀρεγόμενα insofar as that is the only plural word that imme- 
diately preceded, and the particle γάρ makes it abundantly clear that 
this sentence is to be understood in close relationship to the preced- 
ing one. The problem is the feminine article “that” (ἢ) and, to a lesser 
extent, “the others" (τῶν ἄλλων). The singular feminine article (N), given 
the three verbal forms in the preceding sentence (μιμοῦνται, ὀρεγό- 
μενα, ἠρεμοῦντος), has been interpreted as referring to μίμησις (Laks 
& Most, Henrich), ὄρεξις (van Raalte), and ἠρεμία (Ross, Tricot, Reale), 
while the Arabic interprets it as οὐσία, with reference to the immedi- 
ately preceding οὖσιν in the manuscript reading of the sentence (see 
the commentary on the Arabic translation). The logic of the passage 
(cf. Henrich 120) would tend to support the choice of μίμησις, imita- 
tion, though immobility (ἠρεμία) is always implied, insofar as the imi- 
tation in question here would result in immobility, and it is the con- 
sequences of immobility that Theophrastus is using to find a way out 
of the difficulty of his own aporia. The argument seems to run as fol- 
lows: “What makes no sense is that the things that desire the immobile 
do not imitate it. Why does this make no sense? Because (γάρ), desire 
implies imitation, but in the case of the rotating celestial bodies ("the 
things that desire"), as we can observe, imitation (and hence immobil- 
ity) does not accompany their desire? This seems to be the force of the 
question, “For why aren't they accompanied by that [i.e., imitation] ofthe 


342 COMMENTARY 


others?” (where the “others,” according to Laks ὃς Most 56n36, refers to 
everything else other than the things that desire), that is, “why is their 
imitation ineffective,” if | (μίμησις) τῶν ἄλλων means imitation as prac- 
ticed by everything other than the celestial bodies; but this remains con- 
jectural (and van Raalte’s suggestion of a lacuna after τῶν ἄλλων remains 
very much a possibility). However, Theophrastus continues, if we assume 
successful imitation to be following desire universally and without excep- 
tion, this would result in our reducing the universe to something that 
is undifferentiated and has no parts, because, successful imitation, i.e., 
followed by immobility, would make everything immobile and hence 
an undifferentiated mass which, though theoretically in possession of 
separate parts (viz., the unmoved mover, the unmoved celestial bodies, 
and the unmoved sublunar elements), would be practically indistinguish- 
able. 


Aporia 17 


8a8-20 (ἐπιποϑεῖ λόγον, πῶς, πότερον ... 1): How does the division of 
beings into matter and form take place (or is to be understood)? 


Diaporia 17. Either: Form is being, and matter is not-being that is poten- 
tially being and driven towards actuality. Or: Form is being and matter is 
also being, but indeterminate, like (the raw materials) in the crafts, and 
generated by being shaped in accordance with formal principles. This alter- 
native is better. 


In this aporia on matter and form, which is related to Aristotle’s discus- 
sion in Met. A 2-3, Theophrastus points to some difficulties in Aristotle's 
concept of matter, to which he also adheres; cf. Happ 1971, 811. 


8a12 ἡ δὲ γένεσις] The particle δέ is present in all the manuscripts, 
including V and A. Fobes’s suggestion to suppress it, followed by Laks 
& Most, is unjustified. The omission of ó£ would require the passage 
καϑάπερ--λόγους to be read as one unbroken sentence, in which case 
the ellipsis of ἔστι, as Ross 64 observes, becomes “rather difficult.” But 
the sense also requires a comma after τέχναις, for the καϑάπερ clause 
is intended to provide an example of the indeterminacy of matter prior 
to its adoption of a particular form, which is what καϑάπερ ἐν ταῖς 
τέχναις does (i.e. ἐν ταῖς τέχναις understood as καθάπερ ἢ ὕλη ἐν 


APORIA 17 343 


ταῖς τέχναις). But if χαϑάπερ--λόγους is read as one sentence, then 
this does not talk about the indeterminacy of matter, as it should, but 
about its acquiring a form in accordance with its formal principle (cf. 
van Raalte 367 bottom). Finally, the reading preferred here (καϑάπερ ἐν 
ταῖς τέχναις, ἢ δὲ γένεσις ἢ οὐσία γ᾽ αὐτῶν), which was suggested by 
Ross himself in the commentary and endorsed by Fobes in the apparatus 
and which was also adopted by van Raalte, is actually found in the Arabic 
translation (bi-manzilati mā ft s-sina'ati lakin hudütuha aw wujüduhä) 
and reflects the reading of W. 


8a13 The pronoun “their” (αὐτῶν) must refer to the “beings” (ὄντων) 
mentioned in the initial question a few lines above in 889 (van Raalte 
366), though a case has been made for the referent to be the products 
of the crafts (“things generated,” Ross) mentioned in the immediately 
preceding clause (also by Laks & Most 58n40). However, a few lines down 
(8417), the subject of γίνοιτο would again have to be the beings (ὄντων) 
of line 8a9, and not any assumed products of the crafts, and Theophrastus 
cannot be jumping back and forth with the referents of his pronouns 
without confusing his readers. 


8a14 The ἀλλ(ά) here is assentient ("but of course"), preceded as it is by 
a question; see Denniston 16, as noted by Laks & Most 58. 


8a16-17 ἀληϑὲς ὑπάρχοι ... γίνοιτο] Ὑπάρχειν, sc. αὐτῷ, could be 
taken in its logical sense here, as Ross did, whom I follow (“to be predi- 
cated of something"), or in its existential sense, "it exists" Although both 
ultimately mean the same thing (being which is predicated of things, 
or being which exists [for/in things]), the former is preferable because 
it predisposes the reader mentally to add τοῖς οὖσι after ὑπάρχοι, an 
object which reappears in the immediately following clause as the pro- 
noun implied by the third person singular verb, γίνοιτο, and referring to 
a neutral plural subject, và ὄντα of line 8a9, beings or things. (For the 
misunderstanding of the Greek syntax in the Arabic translation see the 
note to the English translation thereof.) 

There is a further issue with the function of ἀληϑὲς, whether it is to 
be taken adverbially (Ross, Tricot, Reale, Ishaq) or predicatively (Laks & 
Most, van Raalte, Henrich). While both readings are theoretically pos- 
sible, it would seem that the word order supports the adverbial reading: 
if Theophrastus intended ἀληθὲς predicatively, he most probably would 
have said οὐδὲν ἂν ἧττον ὑπάρχοι ἀληϑὲς. 
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8a17 ἀλλὰ τὸ μήτε, etc. refers back to τὸ εἶναι in line 8a15 and modifies 
it as something that has being but is otherwise indeterminate (i.e., has no 
specific substance, quality, or quantity) and potential. 


8a19-20 The method κατ’ ἀναλογίαν for knowing matter is discussed 
by Happ 1971, 667-670, with references to further literature (especially 
in 667n537). 


Aporia 18 


8a21-9a9 (ἔχειν ἀπορίαν, τί): (It seems paradoxical) why nature consists 
of contraries, with the worse being equal to or greater than the better (cf. 
Aporia 14). 


Diaporia 18 (8a27-b4). Putting the question in such terms implies that all 
things should be good or alike (a patently indefensible position). 


Diaporia 18.1 (8b4-5). What is seemingly even more paradoxical is that 
being cannot exist without contraries. 


Diaporia 18.2 (8b6-20). Some maintain that the nature of the universe 
includes past, present, and future non-being. Now this is too paradoxi- 
cal and beyond the pale, though clearly being exists in many ways (and 
contraries, i.e., the fact that reality consists of differences and similarities, 
serve to know them). Sense perception observes differences and seeks the 
causes, and accordingly knowing does not occur without the presence of 
difference, both among individuals and universal categories such as genera 
and species. 


Diaporia 18.3 (8b20-24). Almost all knowledge is of unique properties, 
whether this be the essence or essential attributes of something. 


Diaporia 18.4 (8b24-9a9). The task of knowledge is to perceive simultane- 
ously the identical in many, whether it is said of them universally or partic- 
ularly, though complete knowledge is of both. Nevertheless, there are some 
knowledges whose end is solely either the universal or the particular. We 
know the identical with respect to essence, number, species, genus, and, for 
objects of knowledge the farthest removed from our experience, by analogy, 
or any other division. 
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This epistemological aporia and the terms of its discussion reflect 
procedures in the old Academy and early Aristotle. See the elements 
enumerated by Krämer 1973, 211-213, and his references to earlier 
literature; see also Kramer 1968. 


8a21-22 εἰ μὴ ... ζητεῖν] The dashes in the translation are intended 
to convey the force of the particle ἄρα: the realization on the spot of 
something else, a second thought (cf. Denniston 36-38). It may be too 
strong a translation to render the clause, “unless, coming to think of it, it 
is pedantry even to inquire.” 

The noun περιεργία goes together with ζητεῖν and is not to be sepa- 
rated from it, as suggested by some scholars; cf. the indictment against 
Socrates, which accused him of *meddlesome inquisitiveness” (Σωκρά- 
της ἀδικεῖ καὶ περιεργάζεται ζητῶν và TE ὑπὸ γῆς καὶ οὐράνια, Plato, 
Apology 19b4-5). The real question in this construction is whether to 
keep the transmitted reading in the Greek manuscipts, περιεργίαν τοῦ 
ζητεῖν, with the accusative followed by the genitive, or change it to the 
only possible alternative, the subject and predicate nominatives, περιερ- 
γία τὸ ζητεῖν (sc. ἐστίν). There are two objections to the transmitted text 
in the Greek manuscripts. First, if the accusative in περιεργίαν is to be 
retained, it would have to be construed with ἔχειν in the preceding line, 
but the expression τοῦτ᾽ ἔχειν περιεργίαν is awkward and unusual, if not 
unidiomatic; in all instances in which περίεργον as adjective or περιερ- 
yia is used in such a context and with this meaning, the verb it is used 
with is εἶναι, not ἔχειν (see all the examples cited in Bonitz Index 580b56, 
Jaeger 1932, 293, and van Raalte 379-380). The reason is that the περι- 
εργία does not lie in the subject matter itself that is to be discussed, as 
does the ἀπορία, but in the person who is doing the investigating. It is 
therefore more natural to say “there is pedantry in asking this” than “this 
thing has pedantry.’ And in fact this is precisely what Ps.-Plato, Sisyphus 
38707 says: ἀλλὰ μὴ ἐμὴ περιεργία N) καὶ τὸ ἐρωτῆσαί σε περὶ τούτου; 
Dirlmeier 1938, 135, who first cited this passage, considers it decisive. 
This evidence indicates that the reading περιεργίαν tot ζητεῖν, if at all 
possible, would be extremely awkward. 

The second and more important objection comes from the two trans- 
lations, the Arabic and the Latin. To start with the latter, it reads otiositas 
inquirere, which points to a reading οΓπεριεργία τὸ ζητεῖν in A, as noted 
and convincingly argued by Dirlmeier 1938, 134-135. Most's 1988c, 176, 
objection that this construction results “in an awkwardly complicated 
sentence structure” is without foundation. The main sentence is very 


346 COMMENTARY 


straightforward, καὶ τοῦτ᾽ ἔχειν ἀπορίαν, τί δή ποτε ..., while εἰ μὴ ἄρα 
περιεργία τὸ ζητεῖν is parenthetical (as in any case indicated by the par- 
ticle Gea, see above) and does not affect the main sentence. The Ara- 
bic translation also suggests a reading like that in the Latin translation: 
in lam yakuni l-bahtu ‘an mitli hada huwa mina l-fudüli, “if investigat- 
ing the likes of this were not superfluous,’ where the translator adds “the 
likes of this” to amplify the specific demonstrative force of the article to 
(without this addition, Arabic al-bahtu [= τὸ ζητεῖν] would have been 
taken to refer to research in general, and not to the specific investigation 
at hand), but the rest of the sentence translates exactly εἰ un ἄρα τὸ ζητεῖν 
περιεργία ἐστίν. 

Thus both A and YW read περιεργία τὸ ζητεῖν, which is the cor- 
rect reading of the Neoplatonic archetype, while the Constantinopolitan 
recension represented in the extant Greek manuscipts corrupted the text 
to περιεργίαν τοῦ Cytetv.*” The error is easily explained: ἀπορίαν in the 
preceding line led the scribe to write περιεργίαν in the next also in the 
accusative, which itself may have led to the change into the genitive ofthe 
following article or, alternately, the genitive may be due to a misreading 
of the ov ligature as o. 

Finally, with regard to the meaning of περιεργία in the context in 
which Theophrastus uses it, the sense of “overdoing it" implied in the 
preposition περί of the noun does not denote meddlesomeness (as in the 
case of Socrates in the Apology passage cited above) or officiousness, but 
excessive zeal in asking insignificant questions, hence “pedantry” in my 
translation. 


8a23 Ö is found in all the Greek manuscripts, but the literal Latin 
translation by Bartholomew omits it, which led Ross 1936 to consider 
its absence as pointing to an original γ, a particle which Bartholomew 
"habitually omits to translate" (the Arabic translation cannot make the 
distinction between a simple καί and a xai ... δέ, as here). However, καί. 
... δέ is a regular construction in Attic prose at the time of Theophrastus 
and used elsewhere by him (see the Glossary), and it also makes sense in 
this context: after the mention of nature (φύσις), δ᾽ introduces another, 
broader term (see Denniston 202-203). 


37 Tt is interesting to note that although Ross prints in the text περιεργίαν τοῦ ζητεῖν 
he nevertheless translates both readings simultaneously, as if the text read, περιεργία τοῦ 
ζητεῖν 7] τὸ ζητεῖν, "unless indeed it be a superfluity of inquisitiveness to ask the question.” 
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8a24 καὶ σχεδὸν] The clause introduced by καί here is semantically sub- 
ordinate to the preceding one and does not introduce a second ques- 
tion, as normally translated, i.e., “Why is it that nature consists of con- 
traries and why is it that the worse balances the better?” Rather, the sense 
requires that the worse and the better be one set, albeit the predominant 
set, of contraries of which the universe consists. 


8a27 τοιοῦτος here refers to the original question asked by Theophrastus 
and not to the quotation of Euripides in which, in fact, contraries and 
the mixture of good and bad (σύγκρασις) are posited as something good 
(ἔχειν καλῶς). See the extensive discussion and the text of Euripides, a 
fragment from the lost Aeolus (fr. 21 Nauck) in Stobaeus, in van Raalte 
383-385. 


8b3 The elliptical sentence is to be understood as, καϑάπερ τὰ λευκὰ καὶ 
μέλανα sc. ὅμοιόν τι ἔχουσι (van Raalte 387). 


8b4 μέλανα] Burnikel 121 may be right in suggesting that the reading 
in manuscript A τὰ μέλανα (with the article) is the correct reading, for 
otherwise the phrase τὰ λευκὰ καὶ μέλανα would be understood as a 
hendiadys—i.e., as one group of things having two qualities rather as two 
groups of things—but it seems that there would be little danger of such a 
misunderstanding in this context, given the meaning of the words: no one 
would take this phrase to mean "the white-and-black things.” Ishaq also 
translated as if he read τὰ μέλανα here, as in the correction in manuscript 
A, but there can be no certainty, for the same reason, that he actually read 
the article τά in W. 


8b4-5 ἔτι δέ ... ἐναντίων] For us who cannot hear the inflection of 
the voice speaking this sentence, its syntax would appear ambiguous (cf. 
van Raalte 388). To δοκοῦν is the subject, but παραδοξότερον could 
be either predicative or attributive with respect to it; the clause intro- 
duced by ὡς merely lists the contents of δοκοῦν. If it is predicative, the 
initial ἔτι would appear to complement it, in which case the sentence 
would mean, "And that which appears [to us, namely], that being can- 
not [be] without contraries, [is] even more paradoxical? If παραδοξό- 
τερον is attributive to δοκοῦν, then ἔτι δέ would have its usual sense 
of introducing a further point, in which case the predicate of the sen- 
tence could be supplied from the beginning of the paragraph 18, to 
δοκοῦν παραδοξότερον (ἔχει ἀπορίαν), or some such phrase (Laks 
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& Most 61n6 even suggest—but reject—putting a comma after αὐτοῖς 
in 8b4 and reading our phrase as a complement of λέγομεν in 8b2), 
and the sentence then would mean, “And further, that which appears 
more paradoxical [also involves an aporia, namely,] that being cannot 
[be] without contraries)? or simply “And further, [there is] that which 
appears more paradoxical ...” The former interpretation is preferred 
by Ross, Tricot, Reale, and van Raalte, the latter by Laks & Most and 
Henrich, as well as by Ishaq. As in other instances of apparent ambigu- 
ity, in defense of Theophrastus, the word order will have to provide the 
clue. If Theophrastus intended παραδοξότερον as predicate, he would 
most probably have said, ἔτι δὲ παραδοξότερον τὸ δοκοῦν ὡς ...; as we 
have it, it can be taken most plausibly attributively (cf. also Laks & Most 
61n6). 

Henrich 124 objects to the use of the word "paradox" in modern 
languages to translate παράδοξον on the basis that it is “aus der Sicht 
gegenwärtiger Philosophie ungeschickt; Paradoxien sind Sätze, deren 
Wahrheitswert nicht festlegbar ist.” This may be so, but paradox in com- 
mon English usage (and in German, if I am not mistaken) means “a 
seemingly contradictory statement that may nonetheless be true,’ which 
would appear to be what Theophrastus is talking about: a thesis which is 
the opposite of ἔνδοξον, but because maintained by a serious thinker, to 
be entertained. For an understanding of how such arguments would be 
perceived in Academic and Peripatetic circles in Theophrastus’s time, see 
Aristotles discussion and classification of dialectical and other, includ- 
ing paradoxical, theses and problems in Topics I,10-11 (and cf. Baltussen 
2000, 39-41). 


8b8-9 ἀλλά ... μέν ... δέ] As Theophrastus wraps up the preceding 
discussion and moves on to the next subject (ἀλλά, progressive), he 
makes a last comment about an item in the preceding sentence (uév 
after ἀλλά, cf. Denniston 378) which at the same time points forward 
to the subject of the following section (δέ). The mention of τὸ μὴ ov 
in 807 leads into a discussion of τὸ δὲ Óv in 8bo. Van Raalte 393n1 
aptly paraphrases the transition ("to count among the totality of being 
even TO μὴ OV etc. is going too far; but that τὸ ὄν applies to quite het- 
erogeneous things is evident”). As frequently in this work, Theophras- 
tus finishes a subject in the same sentence in which he begins a new 
one, and this cohesiveness of his argumentation should not be artifi- 
cially sundered by breaking up the sentence in two independent para- 
graphs. 
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8b10-11 τάς ... τάς. Theophrastus uses the definite article twice with 
obvious reference to the possessive pronouns, as is usually the case. 
Ishàq translates with the appropriate pronouns instead, taking "causes" 
to refer to "differences": "sense-perception perceives its [the existent] 
differences and investigates their causes.” 


8b12 Intransitive ὑποβάλλει here most likely is to be taken in the the- 
atrical sense of “prompting” (an ὑποβολεύς is a prompter) or the paeda- 
gogical one of “dictating.” 


8b13-14 ἀπορίαν ... δι ἧς, “an aporia through whose consideration”] 
The feminine pronoun refers to the closest feminine antecedent, ἀπο- 
gia. Ishàq took it to refer to διάνοια, most likely because he under- 
stood the subject of δύνηται to be αἴσϑησις and not διάνοια. The prepo- 
sition διά together with ἀπορία expressed in the pronoun have the 
meaning of the verb διαπορέω, “to consider or work through an apo- 
ria" (see the discussion of διαπορέω in the commentary on the Scho- 
lium at 12b4); so light appears in the darkness not through the apo- 
ria itself but through the process of working through or considering 
it. 


8b21-24 ij τε γὰρ οὐσία ... τὶ κατὰ τινός] Laks & Most 64n20 are in 
all probability correct in pointing out that this sentence posits that all 
knowledge is either knowledge of essence or of essential attributes. The 
dual objects of knowledge are ascertained by the construction, “both, 
on the one hand ... and, on the other" (te ... te, 8b21-22). Essential 
attribution appears from Theophrastuss description of the things that 
are “observed essentially (xa? ἑαυτά) and not accidentally" a madden- 
ingly elliptical phrase. But assuming that nothing has been left out but 
the verb to be, the simplest way to read that sentence would be, τὰ ϑεω- 
ρούμενα καθ’ ἑαυτὰ (εἶναι) καὶ ob κατὰ συμβεβηκός, i.e., “what are 
observed [to be] essential and not accidental [attributes]? The addition 
of “attributes” here is justified from the preceding ἴδιον, unique char- 
acteristic, which is the subject Theophrastus is discussing. The same 
(i.e., the addition of the verb to be) also applies to the formula τὶ κατὰ 
τινός which, when coupled with a verb meaning “to say”, is shorthand 
for predication (cf. Bonitz Index 368a34-35); here, though, there is no 
such verb, and if, as the simplest alternative, it is taken that the expres- 
sion is, τὶ κατὰ τινὸς (ὄν), the phrase would mean, “a certain thing 
[belonging to, or being] of some other thing? For this, ontological, 
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dimension of the expression τὶ κατὰ τινός see the fundamental but little 
noticed study by Tugendhat 2003°, 5-23, 161.7? 

Finally, the iterative use of ἄν with the imperfect in ἦν ἄν has been 
remarked upon a number of times, but it is important to note that the 
imperfect in itselfhas this function (past continuous); what distinguishes 
it from the form with ἄν is that the latter emphasizes, instead of the 
continuity of the action, the individual instances in which the act is being 
repeated (K.-G. IL1 p. 211); hence the rendering above, “would be in each 
case.” The least interpretive reading of this clause would thus be, “and, 
on the other hand, what are observed [to be] essential and not accidental 
[attributes] would be in each case a certain thing belonging to some other 
[particular] thing” For a different interpretation see Talanga 1995, 20, 
and for a discussion of all the alternative readings see Henrich 128-130. 


8025 ἐπιστήμη] It is quite clear in these Aporiae (18-21), which form 
a sort of appendix on epistemology (see Chapter 1.4 above), that Theo- 
phrastus is talking about knowing and knowledge, and not about “sci- 
ence” in the sense of disciplines of learning. Various forms of the verb 
from this root are strewn about in the passage (ἐπιστάμεϑα 944, ἐπίστα- 
σϑαι 8b16, 9410, 9426), as are related words (εἰδέναι 9a24, 9622; γνωστά 
9a19; τὸ φρονεῖν 9bs), so the noun ἐπιστήμη has to be seen in this con- 
text and not be translated as science as in some versions. In particular 
this passage (8b25) about the identical has given rise to this misunder- 
standing, but it appears from the continuation of the discussion in 9a4 
after the parenthetical interlude (8b27-9a4) that Theophrastus is talking 
about knowing the identical (9a4-5 ταὐτὸ δ᾽ ἐπιστάμεθα) and not a sci- 
ence of the identical or about science in general whose task it is to know 
the identical. Of course ἐπιστήμη here is to be understood in the Aris- 
totelian sense of scientific knowledge, through causality (see £v τούτῳ 
γὰρ τὸ αἴτιον at gaı-2, and cf. Aristotle, Posterior Analytics 71b16-19, 
etc.), and conceptually it comes close to the meaning of “understanding,” 
which is, indeed, the word used by Jonathan Barnes to translate this term 
in the Posterior Analytics (cf. his translation, Barnes 1994, 82). 


38 For the meaning of κατά in the phrase Tugendhat 23 says characteristically, “Das 
λέγεσθαι κατά (κατηγορεῖσθαι) bedeutet nicht eine urteilsimmanente Beziehung und 
meint auch nicht primár ... die Beziehung des Seienden zum Aussagen, ... sondern 
es steht für eine bestimmte Seinsstruktur” Although paraphrastic, Ross's translation 
("particular attributes belonging to particular things") thus expresses better the meaning 
than Laks & Most' logical rendering (“ce qui est prédiqué de quelque chose"). 
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8027 τέλεος is the reading in W and P; A and J read τέλος (scil. τῆς 
ἐπιστήμης) for τέλεος. It would seem that this reading could be equally 
viable, insofar as Theophrastus does discuss the end of knowledge (i.e., 
the specific object to which it is directed and the purpose behind it) in 
the next sentence. If that were the reading, what Theophrastus would be 
saying is that though the end of knowledge is to comprise both universals 
and particulars, in some cases it is just universals while in others particu- 
lars. Thus τέλος in 8027 would be prefiguring the same word in 9a1. And 
in general there would be no discussion here of which knowledge is com- 
plete (τέλεος) but only the purpose or end (τέλος) for which a particular 
piece of knowledge is sought (cf. van Raalte 415: seeking a universal or 
qualified same “is relative to ... a given stage of the inquiry.’). The one 
argument against this reading is that of the lectio difficilior. Having τέλος 
as the center of discussion in 9a1-4 could easily cause the corruption 
of τέλεος to τέλος in 8027. But if t£Aoc were the original reading there 
would be little justification in the corruption into τέλεος. Besides, as the 
passage from De causis plantarum reminds us (cited by van Raalte 416), 
Theophrastus does believe in general that complete knowledge consists 
of theory and particulars: τὸ δὲ τέλειον ἐξ ἀμφοῖν (CP IIL2.3). 


8b27-921 εἰσὶ δ᾽ ἔνιαι μὲν ὦν] The impossible reading ἔνια τῶν μέν, as all 
agree, is found in all manuscripts, including W and A; J omits μέν, though 
the original scribe corrects himself and adds the particle above the line 
in the space between τῶν and καθόλου. A number of emendations have 
been offered, but the most obvious one has been overlooked. The most 
common correlative constructions with ἔνια (in all three genders) are 
normally three, ἔνια answered by another ἔνια, or by τά, or by τινά, and 
in each case ἔνια is followed by uév and the answering pronoun by δέ. In 
the present passage the expression is of the second type, ἔνια μέν ... τὰ 
δέ (with the appropriate inflection and gender in accordance with sense, 
to be discussed next). Most pertinent examples, because they also begin 
with ἔστι, as in this passage, are Isocrates, Antidosis $ 10,2: ἔστιν γὰρ τῶν 
γεγραμμένων ἔνια μὲν ἐν δικαστηρίῳ ... τὰ δὲ πρός ..., and one from 
Aristotle (and indeed very similar to this passage), Posterior Analytics 
96a8: ἔστι δ᾽ ἔνια μὲν γινόμενα καθόλου ... τὰ δὲ ἀεὶ μὲν οὔ ... . 
With regard to inflection, in the Theophrastus passage the second 
half of the sentence is not parallel to the first in that the article (at 9a2, 
τῶν), used as a pronoun in these cases, is in the genitive and not in 
the nominative, as in the first part (ἔνια). But this “dissymmetry” ought 
not to bother editors (Laks & Most 66n23) because in this μέν ... δέ 
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construction the two legs of the sentence are very flexible syntactically 
and each conforms to its own structure (e.g., Aristotle, Historia animal- 
ium 536a28: ἄδουσι δ᾽ ἔνια μὲν ὁμοίως τὰ ἄρρενα τοῖς θήλεσιν ... 
ἐνίων δὲ và ἄρρενα μᾶλλον---οτ even Strabo, Geographia Π1,2,4.24: ἔνιαι 
μέν ... τινὰς Ô ...; etc.). 

The problem in the text as we have it is with the gender of the expres- 
sion ἔνια... μέν ... τῶν δέ. In the text the neuter is unambiguously 
transmitted, ἔνια, and it has been universally accepted. There is, how- 
ever, a difficulty with the sense, in that if the neuter is retained the sen- 
tence would mean that there are certain things whose end is the universal 
and not knowledges which aim at the universal, as the sense requires (and 
Theophrastus manifestly intended). Translators normally finesse this dif- 
ficulty by inserting into their translations knowledge as the ultimate sub- 
ject, though against the expressed words of Theophrastus: "in the case of 
some things there is a universal end for knowledge" (Ross, and similarly 
Tricot, “la fin du savoir)”, “in alcune cose, il fine della conoscenza ὲ un uni- 
versale" (Reale 1964), “il en existe certains dont la fin est le général" (Laks 
& Most, where er refers to a preceding savoir). Laks & Most are aware of 
the problem but they dismiss it by claiming that the neuter in ἔνια refers 
to the feminine ἐπιστῆμαι anyway, and point to a similar occurrence at 
6bo with ἐν ἐκείνοις. But this, I argued above in my comment on that pas- 
sage, cannot be maintained there and it cannot be maintained here. Only 
van Raalte tries to remain true to Theophrastuss text and translates what 
he wrote, "there are some objects of study of which the end is universal" 
In her commentary (p. 418) she suggests that these things which have the 
universal as end, or objects of study, are the intelligibles (và νοητά), and 
then explains as follows the difficult concept of things having universals 
as an end: "Of some things, then, the objects of thought such as analytical 
concepts and explanations, the end is universal,’ which I take it to mean, 
if the English sentence is so to be construed, that the end of the objects 
of thought of some things is universal, or, to put it differently, the end of 
some things as objects of thought is universal. But this again makes the 
object of thought have a universal as its end (and not the thing itself, as 
Theophrastus says), and an object of thought is a different way of saying 
knowledge. It thus appears that the sense would be less forced and the 
passage would conform more evenly to what Theophrastus is trying to 
say if one read ἔνια as feminine, ἔνιαι, to refer to the obvious antecedent, 
ἐπιστῆμαι. This would also require to change the number of the initial 
verb, ἔστιν to εἰσί. The passage then will be emended to read, εἰσὶ δ᾽ ἔνιαι 
μὲν ὧν ... τῶν δέ. 
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Palaeographically, the correction of ἔνια to the feminine gender, ἔνιαι, 
is the most plausible means to explain the transmitted text. If the orig- 
inal text was ἔνιαι μὲν ov, as I suggest, the initial mistake occurred 
through the omission (as in J) or transposition of μέν (as in the other 
manuscripts), thus leaving ἔνιαι wv. Next, ἔνιαι ὧν was read as ἔνια τῶν 
for a number of reasons: first, the iota could easily have been misread 
for tau; second, the iota could have been misread as tau especially under 
the influence of τῶν in line 9a2 and in an effort to make the two legs of 
the expression symmetrical; and third, ἔνια τῶν could have come about 
because of the impossibility of the hiatus generated by ἔνιαι ὧν, which 
even an average scribe would have recognized.?? The need to explain the 
misreading in ἔνια τῶν, which most plausibly can be accounted for by 
assuming it to derive from an already corrupt ἔνιαι ὧν, is the primary 
reason for preferring the feminine gender of ἔνιαι in the emended text 
I propose. This, however, also required reading etot for ἔστιν, which can 
be accounted for as a scribal "correction" of the former to the latter once 
ἔνιαι had been changed to ἔνια, a neuter plural subject. Finally, after ἔνιαι 
ὧν had been changed to ἔνια τῶν, μέν was added after τῶν either in the 
wrong place if it had been omitted, or, most likely, in order to balance 
τῶν δέ in 9a2. 

The Arabic translation of the very beginning of the passage suffered 
its own peculiar distortion, but it is nevertheless clear that W had ἔνια 
τῶν, like the extant Greek manuscripts (see the corresponding note). 
Since, however, W on the one hand and PJ and A on the other derive 
from different transcriptions from uncials, the corruption of ἔνιαι μὲν 
ὧν to ἔνια τῶν μέν must have occurred already at the uncial stage of 
the transmission of the text and is one of the primitive errors of the 
Neoplatonic archetype (Chapter 2.5). The omission of μέν in J, with 
its subsequent interlinear addition by the same scribe, appears to be 
accidental and not causally related to this process. That it happened again, 
however, indicates precisely the plausibility of the original omission 
which led to the generation of the error. 


?? In all of extant Greek literature until the 14th century there is not a single instance 
οΕἔνιαι ὧν, only one of ἔνιοι ὧν (Apollonius Dyscolus, De pronominibus II,1,1, p. 51.9), 
and only two of ἔνια ὧν (Aristotle, De Memoria et reminiscentia 451a29 and Photius, 
Bibliotheca 128b29 Bekker). Accordingly, such proposed emendations of the text in this 
passage as ἔνια &v (Laks & Most, van Raalte, Henrich) cannot be entertained, especially 
for an author like Theophrastus who avoided hiatus almost obsessively: see the valuable 
evidence presented by Einarson 1976 in the introduction to the Loeb edition of De causis 
plantarum. 
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This correction restores also the sense in context. Theophrastus is 
talking in this Diaporia (18.4) about knowledge of the identical in a 
plurality of objects. Perceiving the identical is the task of knowledge, 
he says, regardless whether the identical is understood as a universal or 
a shared quality in genera and species; complete knowledge, however, 
must consist of the perception of both. Nevertheless, he goes on, there 
are some kinds of knowledge which are complete without necessarily 
having as end a knowledge of both these kinds of the identical, but merely 
the universal, and that happens when one is seeking the ultimate cause 
(αἴτιον) of something; and there are other kinds of knowledge, equally 
complete, whose end is the particular something (τὸ ἐν μέρει, 9a2), and 
that is when one is seeking knowledge of individual things made or 
done (9a3-4). It appears that the entire sentence εἰσὶ δ᾽... ἢ ἐνέργεια, 
8b27-9a4, is a parenthetical qualifying statement following the generality 
stated in τέλεος Ó' ἡ ἐξ ἀμφοῖν. The main subject of this paragraph, that 
knowledge is knowing the identical, resumes then with the following 
sentence, ταὐτὸ δ᾽ 9a4. 


944 δ, “Well,”] After the introductory remarks about the identical (8b24- 
27), and the parenthetical comment (8b27-9a4) about knowledge whose 
endis only the universal or particular, δέ marks the transition to the main 
subject about the identical (cf. Denniston 170-171). 


924-6 ταὐτό ... διαιρέσει] Henrich 132 duly notes that these datives are 
not instrumental but of respect: we know the identical not by means of 
formal substance or essence, genus, etc., but with respect to these divi- 
sions, i.e., that it belongs to the division of formal substance, genus, etc.; 
of relevance is Aristotles wording in the Topics 120b36, referred to by 
both Laks & Most and van Raalte. Theophrastus could just as easily have 
used κατά instead of the dative—as he does, as a matter of fact, in the next 
sentence, κατ’ ἀναλογίαν at 9a7—and as Aristotle did in Metaphysics A 
6, 1016b31-35 in a passage clearly echoed here by Theophrastus; see the 
Loci Paralleli and the discussion by Devereux 183-184 and van Raalte 
421. Aristotle lists some of the ways in which things are said to be "the 
same” essentially at Metaphysics A ο, 1018a6-7 (things whose matter 15 
formally or numerically one, and things whose οὐσία is one) only after he 
has stated that “the same” is said in as many ways as “the one" (1018a5), 
thus referring the reader back to the preceding discussion in that book. At 
1016b31-32 he says that things are one with respect to number, species, 
genus, and analogy, and at 101827 he adds οὐσία (which here is to be 
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understood as form, i.e., substance as form, or essence), thus complet- 
ing the list of alternatives that Theophrastus gives in this passage. Stenzel 
1959, 159-160, showed that the series number, species, genus, and anal- 
ogy derives from the mathematical methodology in the early Academy. 


9a6 διαιρέσει] With the datives in this line understood as datives of 
respect, there is no problem in keeping the dative διαιρέσει reading in all 
independent witnesses. The elliptical sentence, as it stands, can be read 
most obviously, and without the addition of words not easily justifiable, in 
only two ways: (a) καί, εἴ ἄρα παρὰ ταῦτα (sc. ἐστὶ διαίρεσις, or Ñ διαί- 
ρεσίς ἐστι), διαιρέσει, “and, if indeed there is a division besides these,’ 
or, "if indeed division is besides these, then with respect to division;" or 
(b) καί, εἴ ἄρα {τις ἔστι), παρὰ ταῦτα διαιρέσει, “and, if at all there is 
one, with respect to a division besides these.” The first is the way cho- 
sen by Ishaq, but it clearly makes no sense; “division” here means “cat- 
egory” in the common (English) sense of the term, and is the generic 
name applied to all the items that have just been listed (substance, num- 
ber, etc.); “category” is not itself one of those items with respect to which 
we can know the identical, but a generic term describing them all. The 
meaning thus requires that Theophrastus say, “with respect to a category 
other than those just mentioned.” This meaning can only be elicited from 
reading (b): the sense requires that there be a word in Theophrastuss for- 
mulation, if he is to be at all intelligible, that would express the concept 
of “other than" and this is provided by παρὰ ταῦτα. Παρὰ ταῦτα, there- 
fore, has to be read with διαιρέσει, the word in the dative, “with respect 
to a category besides these,” and ei ἄρα by itself can support the burden 
of implying "if at all (there is one)" Ei ἄρα here is the affirmative of εἰ μὴ 
ἄρα, an otherwise favorite expression of Theophrastus in this Essay and 
elsewhere (cf. van Raalte 122). In any case, Theophrastus frequently uses 
incomplete conditional sentences as steps, too obvious to be mentioned 
explicitly, in building his arguments; cf. his use of ἀλλ᾽ εἴπερ in 11bo, 
11b16, and of et τις in 8a20, etc. The only other acceptable alternative 
would be to add τις after εἰ and read, καί, εἴ (τις) ἄρα παρὰ ταῦτα, διαι- 
ρέσει (cf. the parallel expressions with τις in van Raalte 423). But without 
τις, it is impossible to read the sentence in other than the two ways sug- 
gested above, short of adding words not intended by Theophrastus. 


9a7-9 διὰ πλείστου ... τἄμφω] This part of the sentence has been 
variously understood and interpreted; for a discussion of the different 
views see Henrich 183-188. Given that Theophrastus uses long periods 
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and that accordingly one ought not to be misled by modern punctuation 
(the upper point after διαιρέσει in 926 should be changed to a comma), it 
is most natural to read 9a7-9 as continuing the previous sentence. I thus 
read, διὰ πλείστου δὲ (ἐπιστάμεϑα ταὐτὸ) TO κατ’ ἀναλογίαν, which it 
is necessary to do if ἀπέχοντες (9a7-8), the correct reading in all Greek 
manuscripts, is to be integrated in the syntax. Of the translators, only 
Ishaq read the sentence in this way; Bartholomew apparently read (or 
understood?) ἀπέχοντα. Laks & Most on the one hand rightly suggest 
(67n29) that ἀπέχοντες is in apposition to ἐπιστάμεῦα, but on the other 
read διὰ πλείστου δὲ τὸ κατ’ ἀναλογίαν as a nominal sentence (and 
so do Ross, Tricot, van Raalte, and Henrich) which creates the rough 
syntax they complain about. If τὸ κατ’ ἀναλογίαν is seen as the object 
of ἐπιστάμεῦα, as I suggest, then the three adverbial phrases at the end 
(τὰ μέν ... τὰ δέ ... τὰ δέ) naturally complement and explain διὰ 
πλείστου and ἀπέχοντες: as Laks & Most note (ibid.), the limitation 
of our faculties, the obscurity of the object to be known, or both these 
factors together create the distance referred to between us and the object. 
The different interpretation by van Raalte 427 assumes that the three 
adverbial phrases enumerate the three ways in which analogy helps us 
bridge the distance between us and the object of knowledge, but that does 
not seem to be what the Greek text says. It is rather that these three factors 
explain how that distance was created in the first place. 


Aporia 19 


9310-23 (πῶς): Since knowing occurs in many ways, how is each class of 
things to be inquired into? 


Diaporia 19. The starting point is to find the appropriate manner of 
investigating each class, from the intelligibles to inanimate things, because 
each genus of things has a unique way of being investigated. If there is a 
genus of unknown things that can be known by being unknown, they would 
require a unique manner of investigation, though it would entail some sort 
of division; however, for most of such cases the manner of knowing is by 
analogy. 


9a10 πλεοναχῶς] It has to be assumed, though dictionaries do not seem 
to be making the distinction, that πλεοναχῶς, composed as it is of the 
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comparative form, has (or at least originally had) some implication of 
excessiveness (cf. πλεονάζω, πλεονεξία) as opposed to πολλαχῶς, used 
just before (8b10). Theophrastus was not particularly free with its use, as 
opposed to Aristotle; it occurs only five times in his extant writings (two 
of which are in this Essay), while in Aristotle it occurs 69 times. Aristotle 
apparently used it synonymously with πολλαχῶς: in the sentence, τὸ £v 
ὅτι μὲν λέγεται πολλαχῶς ... πλεοναχῶς δὲ λεγομένου (Metaphysics I 1, 
1052415-16), the change from the one word to the other would appear 
to be for stylistic reasons. The much more restricted use by Theophrastus 
may imply that he was more careful with its use, especially if it carried that 
sense of excessiveness. Finally, of the very many things which Aristotle 
says λέγεται πολλαχῶς, interestingly ἐπιστήμη is not one. 


9a10 ἕκαστα] Since a number of scholars translate ἕκαστα in the singular 
(“object” of knowledge, van Raalte; “chacun des objets particuliers; Laks 
& Most; "den einzelnen;' Henrich, etc.), it is worth noting that the word, 
in the plural, refers to a class or a group of things, as Ross translates 
it; if Theophrastus meant to say “each particular object” he would have 
said €xaotov (the actual reading in manuscript A, apparently an attempt, 
by this scribe—or textual tradition—which takes excessive liberties with 
the text, to express precisely this). That a "class of things" is intended, 
ie. that ἕκαστα here means ἕκαστον γένος, is further manifest from 
the classes which Theophrastus does mention (τὰ πρῶτα, τὰ νοητά, và 
κινητά, κτλ.) and from Theophrastuss very words describing these plural 
terms in the list as ἕκαστον γένος (9215-16). 


9812 τρόπος] As usual with the long periods of Theophrastuss prose in 
this Essay, he lets one sentence be heard in the next. The Greek to be un- 
derstood here, if this were a fully explicit sentence, would be, ἀρχὴ xal ué- 
γιστον ὁ οἰκεῖος τρόπος (τοῦ µεταδιώκειν ἕκαστα), otov τὰ πρῶτα καὶ 
νοητά, καὶ τὰ κινητά ... XvÀ., as translated above, a sentence which does 
not generate any of the syntactical problems mentioned by Henrich 132. 
Thus oiov in this construction provides concrete examples for ἕκαστα. 


9214 'ta".] The article τά, which according to the Arabic translation was 
present in W, is necessary here, for the reason suggested by van Raalte 
431n8, to separate the two classes of things, those that lead and those 
that follow; without it, ἑπόμενα would be referring not to a different 
category from τὰ ἐν ἀρχῇ but to those very things: the things that both 
are at the head and follow, which is absurd. The absence of the article 
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in the immediately preceding two phrases has precisely this function: ta 
πρῶτα καὶ νοητά means “the first and intelligible things,” i.e., both first 
and intelligible, both belonging to the same category. 


9a15-16 t ... ἴδιον] I.e., each class of things has its proper manner or 
method of being investigated. Theophrastus expresses himself here in 
general terms by saying τι ... ἴδιον instead of (τρόπος) τις ἴδιος, as he 
does later in line 20 below, ἴδιος τρόπος. 


9a17 An additional point, introduced by δὲ καί (on which cf. van Raalte 
408 on 8b20), noted by Ross 67: these differentiations exist not only in 
mathematical objects but also in mathematical studies. 


9a18 διῄρηται δ᾽ ἱκανῶς, i.e., the matter has been sufficiently discussed 
and therefore needs no further comment; for the explicative δέ, noted by 
Laks & Most 68n35, see Denniston 169-170. 


9a22 λέγειν could be taken in three ways here. (1) The first is to take 
the phrase λέγειν κατ᾽ ἀναλογίαν absolutely and as complete in itself, 
i.e., without the addition of understood word(s) needed to complete the 
sense, in which case it would mean “to argue by analogy. (2) The sec- 
ond is to see the phrase as elliptical and complete it by taking the implied 
word τρόπον as the object of λέγειν, thus reading, λέγειν (τὸν τρόπον) 
κατ᾽ ἀναλογίαν, “to call this manner [of knowing knowing] by analogy.” 
(3) The third way is also to take it as elliptical and understand its object 
to be αὐτά (referring back to ἔνια in line 18), thus reading, λέγειν (αὐτὰ) 
κατ’ ἀναλογίαν; this has been the most popular way in which the word 
has been interpreted: Ross uses "describe" to translate λέγειν here, Mer- 
lan "express" (see the Appendix), Laks and Most "expliquer" and Hen- 
rich "erkláren? (3a) Van Raalte has a variation on the third way, further 
adding to the ellipsis γνωστά as the object of the verb and reading, λέ- 
γειν (αὐτὰ) κατ ἀναλογίαν (γνωστὰ εἶναι). I prefer the second alterna- 
tive (2) that makes τρόπος the implied word in the elliptical phrase and 
translate Aéyew by “call” because I think it is best justified by the con- 
text. The main subject of this Diaporia (19) is the οἰκεῖος τρόπος (9a11- 
12) and Theophrastuss main concern is to identify it; then he says that 
some things which some people say are known by being unknown may 
have their own ἴδιος τρόπος, one which would have to be added to the 
divisions-list; and immediately after that he adds the “perhaps” clause. 
The thrust of the “perhaps” clause I take it to be, “but perhaps one need 
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not do that, i.e., add this ἴδιος τρόπος to the divisions-list, because in 
some cases it is more appropriate to call it τρόπος κατ’ ἀναλογίαν rather 
than by ‘being unknown) in which case the κατ’ ἀναλογίαν entry already 
exists in the divisions-list.” In any case, in the final analysis, whichever 
of the three alternatives is chosen, the fact remains that Theophrastus 
is actually comparing the two manners (i.e., by analogy and by being 
unknown) and finds them close enough as to suggest that one approach 
or appellation would be, in some cases, more appropriate than the other. 
Thus any one of the three ways of reading the passage would fit the inter- 
pretation I am giving here. For an analysis of this manner of something 
being known “by being unknown” see the Appendix. 


Aporia 20 


9a23-10a5. This Aporia has three parts, or succesive formulations (20a- 
c), the third part itself being in two parts (20c1-2). For an analysis of the 
structure of the argument in the entire Aporia see the comment at 9b1. 


Aporia 20a, 9a23-24 (πόσος, ποσαχῶς): How many manners of investi- 
gation are there, and in how many ways does knowing occur? 


Aporia 20b, 9a24-9b1 (ἀφορίσαι, ti): But first, how to mark the bound- 
aries of what knowing is? This seems to be more difficult than (20a) because 
it is impossible to apprehend the universal and common characteristic of 
things that are said in many ways (i.e., of knowledge, which has many sens- 
es). 


Aporia 20c1, 9b1-16 (ἄπορον, μέχρι πόσου καὶ τίνων): Or rather this 
too is a matter of aporia, identifying precisely, in order to avoid infinite 
regress which destroys understanding, the sensible and intelligible things for 
which causes are to be sought. 


Diaporia 20c1 (9b6-16). Sense perception provides the starting point up 
to a point; beyond that, it is the intellect that contemplates "the first and 
highest" things. 


The epistemological principle that knowledge starts from sense percep- 
tion and from apprehending the phenomena (λαμβάνειν τὰ qouvóue- 
vo.—see the discussion above in Chapter 1.3) was stated by Theophrastus 
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also in his Physics: see fr. 143 FHS&G and the discussion and references 
by Sharples 1998, 37-40. 


Aporia 2052, 9b16-10a5 (ἐν τίνι): Re-statement of Aporia 2061. Not only 
in physics, but also in mathematics and metaphysics, the question is to know 
where to set the boundaries of the extent of the investigation before reaching 
an axiomatic first principle, in order to avoid infinite regress. 


Diaporia 20c2 (9b21-10a5): Seeking to explain everything destroys expla- 
nation itself and even knowledge—or rather, seeking to explain everything is 
pointless because some objects of inquiry by their very nature are axiomatic 
and admit of no proof. (Though identifying such objects is difficult, one 
should nevertheless beware of the other extreme, viz., stopping too short 
in the quest for causes, as is done) by those who posit the eternity of the 
heavens, taking as axiomatic the data provided by the astronomers. One 
should go beyond these, state the first movers and final causes, and show 
how everything relates to everything else all the way down to animals and 
plants. 


The epistemological principle that philosophical investigation should 
identify and apprehend the categories into which beings break them- 
selves and take these boundaries as guideposts and thus delimit enquiry 
is fundamental in Theophrastuss thought (Aporia 1 begins with this very 
question; see the discussion of boundaries in Chapter 1.4 and note 58). 
In addition to the Aporiae 20c1 and 20c2 here, it occurs elsewhere in his 
works. See Sharples 1998, 96-97 for references and discussion. 

For an analysis of Aporia 20c2 and Aporia 21 as the introduction, 
thesis, and antithesis of the argument that the search for explanation 
should be limited to those cases where it is possible, see Reale 1980, 419- 
420n41, and Ellis 1988, 218-220. 


9a23 τρόποι] Theophrastus has just spent an entire paragraph talking 
about finding the proper method of investigating (the proper manner of 
“pursuing”) each class of objects; the mention of the same word τρόποι 
at the beginning of the present paragraph where he summarizes the 
preceding and goes on to the next issue is obviously to be taken in the 
same sense. It is counterintuitive to argue otherwise or assume ambiguity 
in its use, as most commentators do. 


9a26 χαλεπώτερον] This is a true comparative degree and not one used 
merely to “soften” the expression: τὸ ἀφορίσαι is more difficult than 
διελεῖν. 
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9b1 ἢ καί] All manuscripts have ἢ καί here, which Ross “corrects” to f] 
“wherefore,” or “on which account,” instituting a causal connection and 
making the following statement a consequence of the preceding one. The 
“correction, however, is not only not necessary (pace Laks & Most, van 
Raalte 444-445, and Henrich, who accept it), but it also appears to be 
wrong because of the sense. The argument here develops through a num- 
ber of restatements or refinements of the precise nature of the aporia. 
Theophrastus is saying the following: (1 = [Aporia 20a]) We should try 
and distinguish in how many ways knowing occurs (9a24). But before 
we do that, (2 = [20b]) we should start by marking the boundaries, i.e., 
identifying precisely the objects, of what knowing is (9a26). But this 
would appear to be more difficult (χαλεπώτερον) than distinguishing 
the different ways of knowing because it is not possible to apprehend 
the common element of things said in many ways—i.e., to give a com- 
mon and universal definition of knowledge, which has different senses 
in accordance with the objects known: whence the need to mark its 
boundaries, or identify its objects, in each case (9a27-9b1). (3a = [20c1]) 
Or rather (ή), (since the first task is to mark the boundaries of knowl- 
edge, we can specify the quest and say that) actually this (καὶ τοῦτο; 
emphatic καί, Denniston 320) is a matter of aporia—or at least it is not 
easy to say—how far and to which things the search for causes should 
extend in both sensibles and intelligibles (9b1-4). After a parenthetical 
discussion of sensibles and intelligibles as starting points (9b6-16, see 
the commentary on that passage), there is a reprise and repetition of 
(3a): (3b = [20c2]) So, reaching understanding and conviction is impor- 
tant, finally, with this very point, where to draw the line (how to “set 
the boundaries”) in the search for causes or reasons (λόγον) in physics, 
mathematics, and metaphysics (9b16ff.). In this sequence of the argu- 
ment, stages (1) and (2) are connected by the comparative χαλεπώτε- 
gov, which all commentators seem to ignore; stages (2) and (3a) are 
connected by οὐχ οἷόν τε and καὶ τοῦτ᾽ ἄπορον, where the word ἄπο- 
ρον, being a repetition of οὐχ οἷόν τε, explains the καί (“actually”) in 
ἢ xai; and stage (3b) connects with stage (3a) through the repetition of 
the object of search (ἐν τίνι ποιητέον τὸν ὅρον is a reprise of μέχρι πό- 
σου ζητητέον αἰτίας, and thus explains the precision expressed in the 
demonstrative αὐτὸ τοῦτο in 9616-17, “this very [issue] here"), but it 
also connects with stage (2) through the use of the word χαλεπὴ in 9b16. 
According to this analysis, the connection between stage (2) and stage 
(3a) is not that the last clause in (2), "it is impossible to have a uni- 
versal definition of knowledge because knowledge is used in more than 
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one sense,’ gives the reason (f, “wherefore,” Ross; "cest pourquoi” Laks 
& Most), for stage (3a), “how far the search for causes should extend;” 
rather, having stated in (2) that the aporia is how to mark the bound- 
aries of knowledge, Theophrastus rephrases the question in (3a). He 
rephrases the question in order to take into account the common, but 
unexpressed, notion that knowledge is searching for and understanding 
of causes (Aristotle, Met. B 2, 996a19; T 2, 1003b16-19; E 1, 1025b6- 
7, etc.). He thus specifies in (3a) that in this case “marking the bound- 
aries” means establishing how far the search for causes should extend in 
each of the three areas of investigation, physics, mathematics, and meta- 
physics. The need to mark clearly the boundaries of the extent of the 
search for causes is twofold: one is to avoid infinite regress, which in the 
end destroys understanding (9b4-5), and the other is to stop the chain 
of causality because some objects of knowledge either have no cause or 
we have no direct causal access to them except through intellectual intu- 
ition (9b10-12). Hence Ross’s emendation of ij to 1] is not acceptable 
here because the connection between stages (2) and (3a) is not causal 
but one expressing alternatives (1, the transmitted reading), as analyzed 
above. 


9b2 εἰπεῖν, “say, that is, to put it in logically and philosophically coherent 
language, the difficulty stemming from the difficulty of the subject. For 
the use ofthe aorist infinitive, εἰπεῖν, in this meaning here see van Raalte 
446 and note 2. 


9b2-3 µέχρι ... τίνων] Μέχρι governs naturally both genitives after 
it, πόσου and τίνων (Berti, preprint, note 15); the first asks about the 
extent or level of inquiry, and the second about the specific things, 
among both sensibles and intelligibles, which should be included in the 
search. If tivwv were meant to be taken with aitiac, Theophrastus would 
probably have said, µέχρι πόσου ζητητέον αἰτίας καὶ τίνων. In any case, 
Theophrastus is not asking here the relatively pointless question of what 
things in general one should investigate the causes—the answer would 
be clearly of everything, both sensibles and intelligibles—but the more 
specific question, up to what particular things in the investigation of both 
sensibles and intelligibles the search for causes should extend. 


9b6-16 The rest ofthis paragraph is parenthetical, taking off on a tangent 
from the mention of sensibles and intelligibles and seizing the oppor- 
tunity to discuss in which ways they can be starting points for knowl- 
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edge and how far causality can extend. When Theophrastus returns to 
the main subject with χαλεπὴ δέ in 9b16, the digression makes neces- 
sary the emphatic demonstrative αὐτὸ τοῦτο. 


9b10 αὐτὰ τὰ ἄχρα καὶ πρῶτα, “the first and highest”? is something 
that Plato may have used in the Academy, almost as a technical expres- 
sion, to refer to the very first principles. He certainly used the pronoun 
αὐτό before a neuter substantive (αὐτὸ τὸ καλόν, αὐτὸ TO ἀγαϑόν; see 
the Loci Parallei) to express the ideas (Berti, preprint p. 4). The only 
other attestation of the phrase và ἄκρα καὶ πρῶτα in all extant Greek 
literature before the Christian era is in Plato’s Seventh Letter, 344d5, and 
one is tempted to think that Theophrastus may be echoing its use by 
Plato (and the Old Academy?); hence my quotation marks around the 
phrase. Because of its extremely limited attestation, even in the mea- 
ger remains of classical literature, it cannot be assumed to have been 
a common phrase. In imperial and later times, it becomes more cur- 
rent (perhaps because of its Academic use), both in pagan and Chris- 
tian Greek, and both in its technical sense (Alexander of Aphrodisias, 
In Met. 240.24 Hayduck (CAG): ai ἀκρόταταί τε καὶ πρῶται ἀρχαί; 
Plotinus, Enneads V,1,1.24; Proclus, Platonic Theology 1,118.12: τὸ μὲν 
ϑεῖον ἀκρότατον εἶναι καὶ πρώτιστον) and a general one, “the very 
best” (Theodoretus, Hist. relig., Vita 13, 1.14; Hephaestion, Apotelesmat- 
ica 200,25-26). 


9b13 The force of ἐκεῖνο is, as Laks & Most 70n46 observe, to point for- 
ward (cf. van Raalte 456) to a third alternative known to Theophrastuss 
audience, the theory that holds as possible the direct apprehension of 
ultimate principles by the intellect without the mediation of the search 
for causes. This theory at the same time appears to deny the second alter- 
native in the preceding sentence, the weakness of our faculties. 


9b16 δέ, “So”] Resumptive δέ (Denniston 182-183) with χαλεπή harking 
back to χαλεπώτερον in 9226, and implied repetition of ἄπορον in 9b2. 
See the analysis of the structure of this passage in the commentary on 
9bi. 


40 Literally, the topmost and very first, but I borrow the translation from G.R. Morrow 
(Plato’s Epistles, New York 1962, p. 241), who puts “first” first, because in English it sounds 
more natural. 
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9b16-17 εἰς αὐτὸ τοῦϑ’ ἡ σύνεσις καὶ ἢ πίστις. Εἰς indicates relation, 
i.e., reaching understanding concerning, with regard to, this issue (K.-G. 
IL1.4716, cited by van Raalte 460). 

Αὐτὸ τοῦϑ’ refers back to τοῦτ᾽ (and all that that entails, 9b2-4) 
in 9b1, and forward to ἐν τίνι ποιητέον τὸν ὅρον in 9b19-20; see the 
discussion of the structure of the argument in the commentary on 9b1. 

Σύνεσις must be understood in the way Aristotle defines and describes 
it in the Nicomachean Ethics VI,10, i.e., as learning and reaching a critical 
understanding περὶ ὧν ἀπορήσειεν ἄν τις καὶ βουλεύσαιτο (114326), 
of issues that are subjects of aporiae and deliberation, precisely what 
Theophrastus is doing here. The Arabic translates σύνεσις with the word 
that normally translates ζήτησις, baht. It seems likely that V may have 
had ζήτησις instead of σύνεσις in this passage, and ζήτησις would make 
just as good sense, though it cannot be excluded that some marginal 
annotation to σύνεσις influenced Ishaq’s judgment, or that he himself 
simply understood σύνεσις as ζήτησις, complaining about the difficulty 
of which is otherwise a common enough motifin this Essay. For the range 
of the epistemological sense of σύνεσις in Aristotle see Bonitz Index 
72706. Πίστις is “persuasionis firmitas; Bonitz Index 595b8. 


9b20 οἷον explains ὅρον, not πραγματείας, of which it was taken to 
provide examples. Cf. van Raalte 462n4 with reference to Bonitz Index 
502a7-8. 


9b2o ‘tac"] The reading of the Greek manuscripts, περί τε τῆς φύσε- 
ως καὶ περὶ τὰς ἔτι προτέρας, where περί is used in a pair of bal- 
anced phrases with two different cases, genitive and accusative, is rather 
improbable (cf. van Raalte 462). The corrections suggested by various 
commentators have all concentrated on replacing te with another word, 
such as τάς, τήν, và. However, it seems difficult to justify the excision 
through substitution of te, both on palaeographical grounds (the pre- 
sumed corruption of tac or τήν or τά into te cannot be easily accounted 
for) and on stylistic grounds, especially in this work by Theophrastus 
where the particle is liberally used (see the Glossary). The combination 
τε... καί is very frequent, and in one other instance (10a27) it is used 
with a preposition: £v τε τοῖς οὐρανίοις καὶ Ev τοῖς ... πλείοσιν; thus 
the combination transmitted in the manuscripts, περί τε ... καὶ περί 
is perfectly fine and in need of no correction. Next, the pronoun τάς 
in the second half of the phrase (καὶ περὶ τὰς ἔτι προτέρας), which is 
unimpugnable, as well as the context of the entire sentence, which speaks 
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of studies (πραγματείας), clearly refer to these very studies, and thus 
the obvious balance between the first and the second half of the phrase 
requires the presence of τάς also in the first half. The Arabic transla- 
tion also supports the reading of τάς in the first half of the phrase: the 
word πραγματείας in 9b18 is translated by al-‘ulim, and this word is 
repeated in the οἷον phrase, where the first half is rendered by, ‘ilm umür 
at-tabi‘a, where ‘ilm clearly renders Greek tac properly understood as 
τὰς πραγματείας. If then te should not be excised and τάς is needed 
because of both the sense and the evidence of the Arabic translation, 
τάς is to be added after te, the omission of which in the MS tradition 
can be easily attributed to haplography. For an identical prepositional 
phrase see below at 11b14, οἷον τὰ περὶ τὰς τῆς γῆς λεχϑέντα µεταβο- 
λάς. 


9b24 The reason for assuming a lacuna here is the following. The argu- 
ment in Aporia 2062 (9b16-10a5), a nodal point of which is the difficult 
passage in 9b24, runs thus: In physics, mathematics, and metaphysics, 
setting a boundary with regard to how far inquiry is to proceed is impor- 
tant for these disciplines, but also difficult. It is difficult because (γάρ 
9b21) if no boundary is set, one would go on seeking proof for every- 
thing, thus triggering an infinite regress, which was rejected above (9b4- 
5). Theophrastus, however, corrects himself at this point (ἀληθέστερον 
εἰπεῖν 9b23) and restates the reason in a way which he considers more 
accurate and which does not involve an argument from the impossibility 
of infinite regress, but rather one from the very nature of some of the 
objects of inquiry: some of them do not admit of proof and are sim- 
ply to be taken axiomatically. The question then becomes, How can one 
identify these axiomatic principles which are, by their very nature (πέ- 
φυκεν 9b24), the boundaries of inquiry? It is easy to be mistaken in this 
regard, for some, trusting in astronomy as an unerring guide, stop too 
short in their search and take as the axiomatic and unprovable start- 
ing point the eternity of the heavens and all the other facts about their 
motion and shape (9b24-27). This, however, Theophrastus concludes, is 
not the unprovable boundary sought after because these people have yet 
to demonstrate other things which astronomy cannot prove, such as the 
first movers and the final cause (10a1-5). 

The problem at the nodal point πέφυκεν ὅσοι (9b24) is that in the 
preceding sentence (9b23-24), Theophrastus just finished saying that 
those who seek causes for everything, including for those things which by 
their nature cannot have a cause, do away with proof. The next sentence, 
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after ὅσοι in the transmitted text, complains about exactly the opposite 
position, that some people who do in fact posit an entity that is primary 
and cannot be proven, viz. those who take the eternal heavens as such a 
boundary and do not seek beyond them, stop too short of the boundary. 
The transition from one sentence to the next is thus very abrupt and 
breaks the continuity of the argument, generating almost a non-sequitur. 
What is needed as a transition is some statement that will say something 
like my reconstruction above, viz., that “though finding such a boundary 
is difficult, one should on the other hand beware of stopping too short 
in the quest of causes, as is done by those who posit the eternity of the 
heavens.’ Adding δέ after ὅσοι with Zeller (and those who followed him), 
despite its economy, does not solve the problem, because the particle 
δέ by itself cannot, in this context, carry the meaning of the sentence 
in quotation marks in my preceding reconstruction. As Laks & Most 
(72n50) suggest, δέ could have provided satisfactory text if κατάλοιπον 
in 9b27 meant “leave aside, not mention,’ instead of its opposite, “there 
remains to mention.’ As it is, however, something more is needed, and 
hence the supposition of a lacuna, first proposed by Usener 1861. His 
hypothesis, according to which about a sentence must have dropped out 
from the text, would best seem to account for the discrepancy and rough 
transition discussed above. 

Furthermore, palaeographically there is no good reason why the parti- 
cle δέ should have fallen out of the text at such a crucial point. Without it 
the text truly runs the risk of being read as Ishaq read it, with ὅσοι being 
taken as the subject of ζητοῦσιν in 9b23, which would give the nonsen- 
sical sentence we find in Arabic, “those who assume the heavens to be 
eternal seek proof of things of which there neither is nor naturally can 
be any? If there were no lacuna in the text, a particle after ὅσοι would 
be indispensable, so by the same token the text cannot stand without it, 
as printed by van Raalte and Henrich: book typography with paragraph 
breaks (both van Raalte and Henrich start a new paragraph with ὅσοι) 
may provide to the modern reader the illusion of the break needed after 
πέφυκεν, but that is not how Greek was written or read in Theophrastus's 
time. Absence of particles in instances of "left dislocation" that van Raalte 
speaks of occurs in very explicit texts and is singularly inappropriate in 
this context: apart from the reasons of semantic discontinuity just given, 
the theme that supposedly should precede this asyndeton is exactly the 
opposite of what presumably the sentence beginning with ὅσοι provides: 
the theme of the last sentence is condemnation of the position which 
tries to provide causes for something which by its nature cannot have a 
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cause, while the following sentence beginning with ὅσοι gives an instance 
of the position in which something is in fact accepted as not having a 
cause. 

In addition, if a continuous text is supposed in 9b24 and is doctored 
by the mere addition of δέ, a further inconsistency occurs: without any 
qualifying context (such as that which would have dropped out in the 
lacuna), ὅσοι in the text as we have it gives the wrong impression that 
it refers to astronomers.*! The reason is that in the truncated sentence 
(due to the lacuna) as we have it, ὅσοι and τούτοις (9b27) have to refer 
to the same subject because the ἔτι δέ clause needs a verb and this is 
supplied by ὑπολαμβάνουσιν of the ὅσοι clause (i.e., if the truncated 
sentence were considered complete, its structure would be, ὅσοι τὸν où- 
ρανὸν ἀΐδιον καὶ ὅσα ἄλλα ἀστρολογία δείκνυσιν ὑπολαμβάνουσιν). 
And since those who assume whatever astronomy proves cannot but be 
astronomers, ὅσοι by extension would also have to refer to astronomers. 
But this cannot be so because first, astronomers do not say anything 
about the eternity of the world, and second, they would be charged with 
the absurd task of still having to investigate everything from final causes 
to plants; as Laks & Most correctly note (72n50), “Largument reste un 
peu surprenant, en raison du caractére hyperbolique de sa formulation: 
on voit mal un astronome étre convaincu de la nécessité de s'intéresser 
aux moteurs premiers ou aux plantes en tant quastronome.’ And if this 
were so, i.e., if astronomers in this passage were charged with doing 
all that, then Theophrastus would be contradicting himself in the very 
next sentence when he says that though astronomy contributes to our 
understanding of causes it nevertheless cannot do so for those things 
which are prior (πρότερα) to its objects. So that in 10a1 Theophrastus 
would be demanding of astronomers an account of the final cause (τὸ 
τίνος ἕνεκα λέγειν), and in 1046 he would be denying them the capac- 
ity to contribute to a knowledge of “the first things" (οὐκ ἐν τοῖς πρώ- 
τοις). To remove this discrepancy, ὅσοι must be somehow qualified to 
indicate that it refers not to astronomers, but to those who, taking over 
the data and the assumptions of the astronomers, stop too short of the 
boundary. The text in the lacuna would have provided this qualifica- 
tion. 


^! A victim of which is Steinmetz 1964, 159, who prints the text in question as, τούτοις 
(sc. τοῖς ἀστρολόγοις) ὑπόλοιπον, and who derives, as a result, a skewed interpretation 
ofthe passage. Theophrastus was not speaking against astronomers but against improper 
use of the knowledge they provide. 
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A lacuna is thus the only alternative which can explain all the evidence. 
In all likelihood a line has dropped out due to haplography or some other 
palaeographical mishap which, however, would appear to be difficult to 
conjecture. 


10a3 The dative in ὑποβαίνοντι makes it clear that the structure of this 
new clause beginning with καί in this line is to be parallel to that of the 
clause beginning with τούτοις (9b27), and thus the elliptical ὑποβαίνοντι 
clause is to be supplemented by the words, καὶ ὑποβαίνοντι δὴ πρὸς τὰ 
ἄλλα (κατάλοιπον ὁμοίως λέγειν). 


1044 δή, “then,” in a progressive sense, adding a new element in the 
rhetorical progression of the argument (cf. Humbert 405, “une sorte de 
tremplin; Denniston 239; cf. also Denniston 254 for καί ... δή). The 
jump to the new element justifies the switch from the plural of τούτοις 
to the singular in ὑποβαίνοντι and is not as “rude” as Laks & Most note 
(17n55). 


1044 ἢ μερῶν appears to be corrupt. See the discussion in Chapter 2.1, 
section on "Sub-family JCL. 


Aporia 21 


10a5-21 (ζητητέον 10417, ἡ νῦν ἀπορία 10a20): By what method is the 
movement of the heavens to be investigated? 


Diaporia 21. Astronomy does not provide information about the first 
things; the method of investigating them is accordingly not that of physics. 
In the case of animals and plants, but also in the case of the heavens, 
motion is of their essence; without motion they would not all be what they 
are except in name only. For it seems that the rotation of the universe is 
a sort of life. Thus, just as in the case of living things life is to be inves- 
tigated as being of their essence, so also in the case of the heavens their 
motion is to be explained as being of their essence through an investiga- 
tion that is marked off (as being metaphysical). This aporia is related to 
the theory of the unmoved mover. (Implied conclusion: Such an investiga- 
tion would obviate that theory because it would study the motion of the 
heavens through their essence and not through its origin in an unmoved 
mover.) 
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This aporia identifies itself at the end rather than at the beginning, and the 
thrust of its argument, which hangs on a correct understanding of xattou 
at 10a9, has been difficult to ascertain; see the commentary on that word 
below. For the relevance of this diaporia to the question of Theophrastus’s 
views concerning ether, see above the commentary on Aporia/Diaporia 
10. 


1026-7 τῆς φύσεως must be read with ἕτερα, as Laks & Most punctuate, 
and it is placed first in the phrase because it is emphasized, in anticipation 
of what follows: τῆς φύσεως ἕτερα is echoed in, and gives meaning to, 
οὐ φυσικός in 10a8: the most important things are other than nature 
(perhaps τῆς φύσεως is used here elliptically for (τῶν) τῆς φύσεως, 
"other than (those of) nature"), and consequently the method to study 
them is other than that employed in physics. 


1027-8 καὶ γὰρ δή, “and certainly;” cf. Humbert 391-392, Denniston 
243. 


10a9 καίτοι, "in fact”] For progressive καίτοι, expressing an idea added 
as an inference or conclusion, see Humbert 415, Denniston 563-564 
(“logical”). The sentence beginning with καίτοι here does not have the 
adversative sense in which it is normally translated (“yet” or “and yet,’ 
“pourtant,” "obwohl" only Reale 1964 has a progressive rendering, “in- 
fatti”): if it is thought, along with Henrich 141, that xaitou is to be 
read as a concessive clause at the end of the preceding sentence, then 
the Diaporia 21 loses its meaning. Theophrastus introduces the prob- 
lem of motion right after he has said that the method of studying the 
most important things is wholly or partly other than that of natural 
philosophy, meaning that it is wholly, or partly, metaphysical. He then 
goes on to say about motion that it may be thought that it is essen- 
tial to the heavens, as it is essential to living beings, and thus, as the 
statement of the Aporia 21 in the final sentence of the paragraph hints 
(10a19-21), the metaphysical question of positing an unmoved mover 
as the cause of celestial motion becomes obviated. The study of motion, 
then, when conducted by other than a physical method, i.e. when con- 
ducted in a metaphysical way (the metaphysical approach is evident since 
Theophrastus is arguing from the essence of things and especially of 
the heavens), can answer metaphysical questions. If this is so, then the 
purpose of introducing here the problem of celestial motion, right after 
saying that the method of investigating the most important things is 
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wholly or partly metaphysical, is to provide a case in which the method, 
though it might be thought to be physical, is in actuality also metaphysi- 
cal. Thus καίτοι in 1049 is not concessive (obwohl; Henrich) because 
if it were, then the section about motion would have had to say that 
the method of investigating motion is only physical. Since, however, 
this section makes the claim that the method of investigating motion 
is metaphysical, or primarily metaphysical, a concessive καίτοι would 
make no sense. The use of καίτοι is accordingly progressive, express- 
ing an idea added unto the argument as an inference from the preced- 
ing. 


10411 Reading καὶ (ei) Tj, combining the two conjectures by Usener and 
Wimmer to produce what I believe is the proper text. The article, the 
reading of all Greek manuscripts (the Arabic translation has an omission 
at this point, while the Latin is inconclusive), is needed because it has 
possessive force: “each thing, its actualized state belongs to its essence.” 
Cf. 9a4, οὕτως αὐτῶν ἡ ἐνέργεια, and 5a7, τὴν ἐνέργειαν [sc. τῆς ἀρχῆς] 

. ἀποδιδούς, where the function of the article is clearly possessive, 
as opposed to 8a11, ἀγόμενον εἰς ἐνέργειαν, where the noun is used 
indefinitely. In addition, without the article the word ἐνέργεια runs the 
risk of being read attributively or as a predicate. Thus ei (which is clearly 
needed for the sentence to make sense, cf. van Raalte 479 top) should be 
added to the text, not substituted for ἢ. 


10a10-11 διὸ καί ... οὐσίας ἑκάστου] Οὐσίας is emphasized, appar- 
ently, through καί after διό in a causal clause (Denniston 296-297). 


10412 κινεῖται] Three of the four independent witnesses (JP and W) 
read κινῆται; the Latin translation is inconclusive. With the subjunc- 
tive, however, the sentence is incomplete, and this led to the scribal cor- 
rection into κινεῖται in later manuscripts. Unless, in an effort to pre- 
serve the readings of PJ and W, one assumes a loss of that part of 
the sentence that would have completed it if κινῆται is to be read, the 
corruption of κινεῖται into κινῆται most likely occurred in an uncial 
manuscript and is accordingly one of the primitive errors in the Neo- 
platonic archetype. 

10a17-19 μηδ᾽... ij, οὐδ᾽... ἤ] "H means “except” here, having the 
same use as that after a comparative (K.-G. 11,304, Anmerk. 4, cited 
by van Raalte 482). Disjunctive ἤ would make no sense in this con- 
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text: Theophrastus just finished saying in the previous sentence that 
it is obvious (δῆλον) that in the case of both animals and the heav- 
ens movement belongs to their essence. Hence the life of both should 
be investigated in accordance with this fact only. Disjunctive ἤ would 
destroy this exclusivity that Theophrastus wants to present and make 
one of the alternatives possible, viz. not investigating the life of both at 
all (as in the translations of Ross, Tricot, Laks & Most, Henrich, and 
Sharples 1998, 97), which would be contradictory to the previous sen- 
tence. 


Aporia 22 


10a22-10b24 (ἀφορισμός, τίνος Evexa 10a22, 28, 10b18, 23; μηδὲν 
μάτην 10422, 10b8): How is the final cause and that nothing is in vain to be 
understood? In general, it is difficult to mark the boundaries within which 
these considerations apply: where should one start and end? In particular, 
some objects seem to happen by coincidence and others by some necessity, 
and hence are not subject to these stipulations. 


Aporiae 22-24, on the subject of teleology, have been rightly much dis- 
cussed in the literature, for they provide valuable insight into Theophras- 
tuss theory of scientific method; the question, though, has been to gauge 
accurately how to interpret the examples of “dysteleology” that he gives 
in the succeeding diaporiae and whether he accepts, partially or wholly 
rejects, or modifies the Aristotelian concept. See in particular Lennox 
1985; Vallance 1988, 27-39; Repici 1990; Botter 1999; Lennox 2001, 226- 
227; and the comprehensive study of Aristotelian teleology by Johnson 
2005, 35-39. 


Diaporia 22.1 (10a28-10b7). Terrestrial and geological changes and gen- 
eration take place for the sake of no obvious end. 


This Diaporia, which appears wordy and repetitive, has exercised the 
commentators, perhaps because the precise reference of each technical 
term used in it is not grasped. The text, however, as transmitted in the 
four independent witnesses (JP W and A), with the addition of καὶ 
ἀναχωρήσεις from Ψ, seems unimpeachable, and one would have to 
think of, and account for, a catastrophic alteration or interpolation at 
some much earlier stage of the transmission to justify the proposed 
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emendations. As it is, the sense of the paragraph is plain enough. For 
a discussion of the wording used in this paragraph see Vallance 1988, 
28-30. The presumed references to the work of Aristotle have been 
problematic; see Lennox 1985, 156; Repici 1990, 202-204. 


Diaporia 22.2 (10b7-20). In animals, the growth of certain body parts, or 
some biological functions, are for the sake of no obvious end, and neither is 
the variety of their nourishment or generation: had there been one specific 
end for all, they would not have exhibited wide divergences among them in 
these respects. 


For a discussion of the examples of “dysteleology” given here by Theo- 
phrastus and their relation to the work of Aristotle see Lennox 1985, 147- 
149, 156-158; Vallance 1988, 30-31; Most 1988a, 226-229; Repici 1990, 
205-212. 


Diaporia 22.3 (1020-24). Changes and generation in plants and inani- 
mate things take place for the sake of no obvious end. 


10423 Usener’s 1861, 1890, conjectural addition of te in ἄλλως (9°) is 
convincing because it builds the parallel construction ἄλλωςτε... καὶ δή 
(10a25), giving to the passage the sense of “in any case ... in particular;” 
cf. the examples in Denniston 249-250 of te ... καὶ δή. For the particle 
combination itself see Plato, Sophist 259e1: ἄλλως τε οὐχ ἐμμελὲς καὶ 
ÖN καὶ παντάπασιν ἀμούσου τινός καὶ ἀφιλοσόφου, literally, “[it] is in 
any case not graceful and in particular [the work] of an uncultured non- 
philosopher;” translated more elegantly and imaginatively, but using a 
“not only ... but” expression for the combination, by Cornford 1957, 300, 
“not only strikes a discordant note but amounts to a crude defiance of 
the philosophic Muse.” Closer to Theophrastuss use of the combination 
is Aristotle's text in Physics 193b28-30. 

Palaeographically, the omission of before 6 can be easily ascribed to 
haplography in the uncial stage of transmission of the text (two successive 
round letters written as one; W does not have it either). Without it, 
ἄλλως sits awkwardly in the sentence, and necessarily leads to reading 
ἄλλως with μάτην, as in the Arabic translation. This in turn has its own 
problems, and Zeller, who adopted it, felt the need to athetize μάτην, 
causing an even greater disruption to the transmitted text. The adoption 
of Usener’s addition of appears to be the least problematic alternative 
to restoring the text. 
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10bi-2 Useners 1890 conjectural addition of καὶ ἀναχωρήσεις after 
προχωρήσεις here is actually found in W. See the corresponding note 
to the Arabic translation. 


10b4 ᾗ] Bignone’s correction of the transmitted ἤ to Ñ is necessary 
for both the syntax and the sense. The reference here is to the entire 
set of problems in Aristotles De generatione et corruptione viewed as 
problematic when considered from the point of view of their final end. 
The specific reference to these problems is also clear from the existence 
of the article at in αἱ ... ἀλλοιώσεις ... γίνονται, which points to 
the alterations talked about in the Peripatos. Had Theophrastus been 
speaking in general terms here he would not have used the article. All this 
indicates that the whole clause f| αἱ μέν ... µεθισταμένων was intended 
by Theophrastus as qualification of φϑοραὶ καὶ γενέσεις and is part 
of his text and not a marginal gloss to be athetized. Furthermore, the 
particle μέν in the clause, without a corresponding δέ, would be pointless 
if this were only a gloss and the entire gloss (as Ross’s seclusion of the 
clause, 32, and Henrichs express suggestion, 145, maintain). Laks & Most 
77n10 make the additional point that Theophrastus is talking here about 
subterranean changes (if indeed that is what ἐν αὐτῇ τῇ γῇ indicates), a 
subject not mentioned in what preceded. 


10b6 μεϑισταμένων, “as [things] shift" places, is apparently to be taken 
in its literal sense, as frequently in Aristotle (cf. Bonitz Index 449b13 ff.). 
The absent subject of the absolute genitive is apparently to be sup- 
plied according to sense; cf. similar constructions at 5a24 and 8bı5- 
16. 

10b6 καὶ ἕτερα ὃ, “and ... besides"] Preparatory μέν in line 4 is answered 
by non-adversative καί (Denniston 374) in a καί ... δέ combination 
which introduces the last item in a series in "the form of an etcetera" 
(Denniston 202). MS A ofthe X group and the Latin translation omit the 
ὃ, which Burnikel 129 seems to prefer by comparing it to 10b15; but the 
particle combination of the transmitted reading here (10b6) can hardly 
be doubted. 


10b12 τοῖσδε] Usener's 1861, 1890, “correction” of this word is actually 
very close to the transmitted manuscript readings: τοισδε P, without any 
accents, and τοῖσδὲ, J written as one word but with a grave on the δὲ 
(the Latin translation omits three lines here). Only V must have had 
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τοῖς δέ, or at least Ishaq so read it, because he wrote, “to the point that 
some of them (i.e., deer) actually suffer harm" (hatta anna ba‘daha qad 
yata’adda). Usener's reading is the only possible reading, given the text, 
and is not as unsatisfactory as Ross 71 thinks. Toioóe is part of the 
καϑάπερ clause, and if read continuously in an expanded form (i.e., 
reading τοῖς κέρασι for τοῖσδε), it presents no difficulties: καθάπερ τῶν 
ἐλάφων τοῖς κέρασι καὶ λελωβημένων κινήσει ve καὶ παραιωρήσει καὶ 
ἐπιπροσϑήσει τῶν ὀμμάτων. 


10b12 κινήσει τε καὶ παραιωρήσει] Usener's 1861, 1890, emendation 
of the transmitted κινήσει to κνήσει, brilliant though it is, does not yield 
better sense. Usener was led to his conjecture by the Aristotelian passage, 
Historia Animalium 611b16, ὅταν δὲ μηκέτι πονῶσι (sc. οἱ ἔλαφοι) πρὸς 
τὰ δένδρα χνώμενοι αὐτὰ (sc. τὰ κέρατα), TOT ἐκλείπουσιτοὺςτόπους 
τούτους διὰ τὸ ϑαρρεῖν ὡς ἔχοντες © ἀμυνοῦνται, where the verb χνάω 
is brought into direct relationship with κέρατα. But the meaning in the 
Aristotelian passage is directly the opposite of that in Theophrastus: in 
Aristotle deer scratch their horns against trees to test them and thus 
ensure that their contact with something hard will not be painful to 
them; so the scratching is done for a beneficial purpose, whereas the 
word in question in Theophrastus, if it is indeed χνήσει, implies that 
harm is being done to the animal. Thus the two contexts are entirely 
different and the Aristotelian passage cannot be used to emend the text in 
Theophrastus. The word itself, χνῆσις, is not attested either in Aristotle 
or Theophrastus; the former uses xvnouög instead, and apparently the 
latter, too, in the derivative χνησμώδης (fr. ο Wimmer). The meaning 
of κνῆσις, moreover, cannot be anything other than either scratching 
(rather than “rubbing,” Ross), or, apparently, its counterpart, itching (cf. 
LSJ; "abrasion" in van Raalte, and "Abschürfung" in Henrich, indicate the 
result of scratching, not scratching itself). Laks & Most prefer "itching" 
(démangent), but that can hardly be true for itching in itself is not 
harmful to the animal because the animal can easily cure it by scratching 
the affected part, if it can reach it, or by rubbing it gainst something, if 
it cannot. There remains the meaning of scratching and rubbing, two 
verbs, however, which need an object—scratch or rub against what? 
Ross and Tricot provide the missing object ("obstacles"), but that is not 
in Theophrastus, as opposed to the case of ἐπιπροσϑήσει, which does 
require an object, and which Theophrastus provides with the objective 
genitive τῶν ὀμμάτων. So if Theophrastus had meant to say “horns 
rub against obstacles/trees" he ought to have provided the object in 
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such an inexplicit context. Besides, judging from the next two words, 
παραιωρήσει and ἐπιπροσθήσει, which have a parallel function in the 
sentence, it is clear that all three words describe qualities that horns have 
in themselves because of their size, regardless of their environment (i.e., 
regardless whether there are trees around for the horns to rub against). 
Thus “scratching” or “rubbing” does not yield a satisfactory sense either. 
Laks & Most's comment (78n17) is to the point when they remark that 
the passage, as reconstructed with Usener's emendation, “reste étrange? 
For all these reasons, then, χνήσει cannot be sustained. The transmitted 
word, κινήσει, on the other hand, in addition to having the authority ofall 
the Greek manuscripts and the Arabic translation (the Latin translation 
omits the passage), is perfectly compatible with the sense of the sentence 
as just described: because of their large size, horns of deer move (sway) 
in an ungainly way as the head moves, their extremes necessarily dangle 
(παραιωρήσει: the horns dangle, it is not that the deer are “hung up by 
their horns,’ Ross 72, or “suspended,” van Raalte 61), and obstruct their 
vision in the direction where the horns dangle (the proper meaning of 
ἐπιπροσϑέω, ἐπιπρόσϑησις, cf. Aristotle, Topics 148b27) presumably by 
restricting the free movement of the head. 


10b14 Connective δή, "then again’; cf. Denniston 254, 240. 


10b20-22 (ai) ἐν ... τοῖς ἀψύχοις ... ἔχουσαι φύσιν] There is a signif- 
icant problem here, with three interrelated parts, one grammatical, one 
codicological, and the third having to do with the Arabic translation. In 
the first place, the phrase τοῖς ἀψύχοις ὡρισμένην τιν᾽ ἔχουσι φύσιν, 
in which the transmitted ἔχουσαι is “corrected” to ἔχουσι as accepted 
in all editions, cannot stand; the word order of the attributive partici- 
ple ἔχουσι with the article τοῖς is wrong. There are five different ways in 
which this phrase can be said,” but the one we have in the text is not 
one of them. The easiest way to emend this would be to adopt one of 
them, τοῖς ἀψύχοις (τοῖς) ὡρισμένην, and very plausibly blame haplog- 
raphy for the omission, but then we are confronted with the second part 
of the problem, the reading ἔχουσαι for ἔχουσι. Ἔχουσαι is the reading 


42 Ie., as follows: (1) τοῖς ὡρισμένην τιν’ ἔχουσι φύσιν ἀψύχοις, (2) τοῖς ἀψύχοις τοῖς 
ὡρισμένην τιν’ ἔχουσι φύσιν, (3) τοῖς ἔχουσιν ὡρισμένην τινὰ φύσιν ἀψύχοις, (4) τοῖς 
ἔχουσιν ἀψύχοις ὡρισμένην τινὰ φύσιν, (5) τοῖς ὡρισμένην τινὰ φύσιν ἀψύχοις ἔχουσι. 
See K.-G. 1,6231; Smyth δ 1166 lists only four ways, omitting (5). 
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of all four independent witnesses, certainly of PJ and A, and apparently 
also of W as reflected in the Arabic translation (see further below). 
Impugning this reading in the best witnesses is not easy, especially if 
it is difficult to account for the error—if it is an error, as in this case: 
how would ἔχουσαι have arisen? In addition, the form accepted in the 
editions, ἔχουσι, is found only in CL and A, our least reliable manuscripts 
(see Part I, Chapter 2.1), and can hardly be more than a conjecture on 
the part of scribes or revisers; for according to the stemma codicum, CL 
and A could have gotten the reading ἔχουσι, assuming it is the correct 
one, only from their common source with J, and if so, then J would 
have committed an error by writing ἔχουσαι. This might be acceptable 
if it were an isolated error, but P, a manuscript completely independent 
from the J tradition, also committed on its own the same error.? This 
is straining credibility; but even if it is accepted, then we have the same 
error occurring independently for yet a third time in A and a fourth in 
W, a manuscript which belongs not only to a different tradition from 
P J and A but also to a different transcription from uncials. So ἔχουσι 
is difficult, if not impossible, to accept both because CL and A could 
not have gotten the reading from any independent source (other than 
conjecture), and because all four independent witnesses could not have 
made the same error and written ἔχουσαι for a presumed correct original 
ἔχουσι. 

Thus ἔχουσι cannot be a true reading, and is to be rejected, while ἔχου- 
cou may or may not be the true reading; in other words, either the parado- 
sis has ἔχουσαι which is a primitive error of the Neoplatonic archetype, 
or ἔχουσαι is the true reading. At this point the Arabic translation inter- 
jects yet a third part of the problem; it reads, “One should also inves- 
tigate with regard to plants—or rather, with regard to souls, the reason 
on account of which they have come to have a determinate nature” (wa- 
li-l-insàni aydan an yabhata mina amri n-nabäti, bal min amri l-anfusi 
‘ani s-sababi lladi lahü sara lahä tabi‘atun mahdüdatun). The translator 
understood the structure of the sentence quite correctly, but there are 
some other difficulties. The first has to do with the word ἀφύχοις; Ishaq 
either read or interpreted what he read as ψυχαῖς, souls, and not inani- 
mates. It is possible that the original version of the translation did read 


^ Burnikel 119 thinks that there are only two common errors between P and J: one 
of them is this one (which in reality is not an error), and the other is the spelling of 
ἐνμόρφους at 7a6 (which, as a spelling peculiarity, could have arisen independently)— 
there are thus no common errors between P and J. 
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“inanimate” and the word was later corrupted within the Arabic tradi- 
tion, but that seems unlikely. Alon in his edition silently corrected the 
reading of the manuscript, al-anfus, souls, to al-ld-nafs, the inanimate, 
but this is unacceptable; first “the inanimate” does not mean “inanimate 
things,’ what Theophrastus is talking about here, and second the trans- 
lator does not use this neologism with la to render ἄψυχος: in two other 
places where the word occurs in the Essay it is translated by ma la nafsa 
lahü (11a17) and allati là nafsa lahü (9a15). If one were to emend the 
manuscript reading of al-anfus, therefore, it would be more plausible to 
suggest reading (m)à là nafsa (lahü). In Arabic, (m)ä là nafsa is written in 
a practically identical way with al-anfus, while the following (lah) could 
have been omitted as meaningless at a later stage, once the mistaken tran- 
sition from ma là nafsa to al-anfus was effected. However, there are two 
difficulties with this emendation. First, there seems to be no obvious rea- 
son why the mistake should have occurred, and second, the pronoun that 
is used right after this emended passage to refer back to it is feminine (-hà 
in şara laha tabr'atun), i.e., plural, while ma là nafsa lahū would have 
taken the masculine pronoun. And lahä does not refer back to an-nabat 
either because of the intervening bal, which changes the subject to al- 
anfus (or mà là nafsa lahü, as the case might be). In any case, it is clear 
from this plural pronoun that it refers to al-anfus and points to a reading 
of ἔχουσαι in W; for the question is, what could have (mis)led the transla- 
tor to assume that ψυχαί are somehow meant in the Greek, and the only 
thing I can think of is that he also read ἔχουσαι in his manuscript and 
the only plural feminine subject he could find was to assume somehow 
ψυχαί from the ἀψύχοις (or whatever else might have stood for it) in his 
source. 

The Arabic evidence thus supports the reading ἔχουσαι but does not 
prove it, so we are back to the question of whether to accept or reject 
ἔχουσαι, and if the first, how so. Rejecting it would entail assuming 
some major corruption in the text which we would have no means of 
correcting. But the text in general seems to make sense along the general 
lines we have it, so it is worth considering how to explain ἔχουσαι. Facing 
the same problem as Ishàq, the question we need to answer is what the 
plural feminine subject of the participle could be. The problem posed in 
this Aporia 22 (beginning at 10a22) is discussed in three diaporiae: In the 
first one (22.1, 10a28-10b7) Theophrastus asks the question about the 
τέλος of terrestrial and geological changes; in the second, introduced by 
ἔτι δέ (22.2, 10b7-20), he asks the same about animals, and in the third, 
also introduced by ἔτι δέ (22.3, 10b20-11a1), about plants and inanimate 
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things. The first Diaporia (22.1) ends by asking about the purpose of 
the μεταβολαὶ καὶ φθοραὶ καὶ γενέσεις on and in the earth, and the 
second (22.2) by asking about the purpose of the variety 058 
καὶ γενέσεις of animals—nouns which are all feminine plural. It is thus 
not far-fetched to assume that a feminine plural participle, especially 
when introduced by a sentence beginning with ἔτι δέ which would bring 
the other questions to mind, is referring to the same general feminine 
gender subjects, and perhaps specifically to μεταβολαί or γενέσεις (for 
elliptical ἔτι δέ sentences in a series in this Essay see 8b4); μεταβολαί, 
in particular, hovers in the air in the last part of the Essay and it recurs, 
in the same context and with reference to this passage, at 11b14-15, τὰ 
περὶ τὰς τῆς γῆς λεχϑέντα μεταβολάς. Thus if it is assumed that the 
reader can see the word μεταβολαί or γενέσεις reflected in ἔχουσαι, 
the sentence in question can be most easily emended to read correctly 
by the addition of the nominative feminine plural article, ἔτι δ᾽ (at) ἐν 
τοῖς φυτοῖς καὶ μᾶλλον τοῖς ἀψύχοις ὡρισμένην τιν᾽ ἔχουσαι φύσιν 
(sc. μεταβολαί or γενέσεις). The article would have fallen out through 
the similarity of sound, e, in three consecutive vowels: in δ(έ), in the 
Middle Greek pronunciation of the article ai as unaspirated ε, and in 
év—in a sense, all three ع‎ sounds would be contracted into one in 
the resulting corrupt 6’ £v. It is also almost certain that Theophrastus 
would have written δ᾽ ai instead of δὲ αἱ to avoid at least one hiatus, 
though in his extant writings he tends to write δὲ oi three times as 
frequently as δ᾽ at. The hiatus at αἱ £v was unavoidable but excusable; 
in one passage Theophrastus actually writes, ἅπασαι © αἱ εὐώδεις (HP 
VII,9,4.10). 

Beyond saving the reading of our oldest manuscripts, one further 
advantage of this emendation is that it includes φυτῶν γενέσεις in the 
ταῦτα of line 10b23. Because without this emendation, with the phrase 
ὡρισμένην τιν’ ἔχουσι φύσιν taken to refer only to ἀψύχοις (Laks ὃς 
Most 80n23), plants are left without any specific question having been 
asked about them. With the emendation proposed here, the purpose of 
the determinate nature of the generation of both plants and inanimates 
is questioned in the sentence. Furthermore, this emendation explains the 
source of the confusion of Ishaq and the resulting mistranslation through 
the introduction of souls in the passage, as discussed above. 


10b21 τιν] The indefinite τιν’ here following a participle with an adjec- 
tival function, has, in context, a strengthening effect. Cf. Smyth § 1268; 
Humbert § 29. 
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10b24-11a1 (ἄπορον): On spontaneous causation. These things must have 
a cause in something prior and nobler, whence the mechanistic view that 
appears credible, viz., that they come about spontaneously and through the 
rotation of the universe. 


For Theophrastuss hesitant attitude towards spontaneous generation, 
especially in plants, see Balme 1962. 


10b24 αὐτὸ γὰρ τοῦτο ἄπορον] The expression αὐτὸ γὰρ τοῦτο pro- 
vides a strong connection between the preceding and following sentence 
and points forward; the comma should come after ἄπορον. This is a fur- 
ther aporia in connection with teleology, though brief, but it is not paren- 
thetical, as Ross translates. Cf. the parallel expression in Plato, Symposium 
20434, αὐτὸ γὰρ τοῦτό ἐστι χαλεπὸν ἀμαϑία, TO... δοχεῖν ... (cf. LSJ 
s.v. οὗτος VIII 1). 


10b25 λόγον] In this reading of the text λόγος seems to mean a cause 
in the Aristotelian sense, especially formal and final; cf. Aristotle, GA 
715a5-9, PA 639b14-16, GC 335b6-7. 


10b25 δὴ ποιοῦσιν] The transmitted reading in the Greek manuscripts 
and A, μὴ ποιοῦσιν, is problematic, as Laks ὃς Most 80n26 note. Ross's 
intepretation is difficult to maintain. First, as Laks & Most observe, read- 
ing ποιοῦσιν as masculine plural dative, presumably referring to some 
people, and sandwiching it between three neuter plural datives gov- 
erned by &v, is more than “intolérable’, it is quite impossible Greek. 
One would have at least expected an article to indicate the different 
nature of that dative (τοῖς ποιοῦσιν), otherwise normal when refer- 
ring to groups of people (cf. Aristotle, GC 330b13-14, 17-18, oi ποι- 
οὔντες, etc.). Even more to the point is that the sense of the passage 
requires ποιοῦσιν to be read as “agents” together with the other datives. 
If the sentence that follows begins with Ñ, as emended, which means 
"for this reason,” “on which account,’ then there must be something in 
this sentence to which f| refers. With ποιοῦσιν read as “agents,” the rev- 
olution of the universe mentioned in the following sentence finds its 
referent. Without it, there is no real reason why the assumption that 
plants and inanimates have no explanation should lead one to assume 
that everything is caused by the rotation of the heavens. Laks ὃς Mosts 
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reading of the sentence is thus basically correct. The Arabic transla- 
tion helps refine the reading. The phrase μὴ ποιοῦσιν is indeed prob- 
lematic (and was accordingly considered corrupt by Usener 1861). The 
Arabic translation, however, does not have the negative particle but 
a word meaning “then” (tumma). Clearly Ishaq read something other 
than un in W, and indeed something that made him break the sen- 
tence before ἐν ἑτέροις; in other words, a particle. The particle that 
fits best this context would be δή, which was taken by the transla- 
tor in its temporal and connective rather than emphatic function (see, 
for example, the use of connective δή above at 10b27). Reading δή 
instead of μή makes for a smoother sentence and removes the need to 
assume the “indirect” influence which Laks and Most talk about but not 
explain. 


10b27 ἄρα, “allegedly”] Theophrastus wants to distance himself from 
this view; cf. Denniston 38-39. Not, "after all" (Ross). 
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11a1-11b27 (ληπτέον τινὰς ὅρους, διστασμός): So if this does not come 
about for the sake of an end, we should identify and apprehend (in nature 
and the universe) the boundaries (within which teleology is applicable) and 
not apply it indiscriminately. 


Based on the epistemological principle enunciated earlier (Aporiae 19- 
20) that each class of objects has its proper method of being investi- 
gated, this crucial Aporia asks the main question of how to recognize 
and identify the boundaries existing in reality among the various classes 
of objects. The realization and apprehension of these boundaries (Aau- 
βάνειν ὅρους, a key concept in Aristotelian and Theophrastean aporetic 
method—see the discussion in Part I, Chapter 1.3, and the comment 
below at 1141), in connection with the teleological principle that states 
everything is for the best, will lead to investigating each thing by its 
proper method and avoid applying a principle such as teleology indis- 
criminately. The discussion of this aporia is wide-ranging and breaks 
down into three diaporiae. The first one, Diaporia 24, is marred by textual 
corruption toward the end, while the second, Diaporia 24.1, is particu- 
larly complex in its argumentation. 


APORIA 24 381 


Diaporia 24 (11a1-26). Indiscriminate application of teleology is inappro- 
priate because the following statements are dubious both when said without 
qualification and with reference to each genus of things. Without qualifica- 
tion, when it is said that nature (a) always desires the best, and (b) gives a 
share in eternity and order to those things that can accept it. With reference 
to each genus, as in the case of animals, when it is said that (a) the better 
is never lacking wherever it is possible (e.g., the windpipe is in front of the 
oesophagus because it is nobler), and that (b) there is orderly arrangement 
(no examples given). The reason why the statements above are dubious, 
making indiscriminate application of teleology inappropriate, is that even 
if the desire of nature is for the best, it is nevertheless obvious that what nei- 
ther obeys nor receives the good in nature is by far much more than what 
does. The animate part of nature is little, the inanimate infinite. Hence, and 
in general, the good is something little, the evil much. (Corrupt text in the 
following three lines makes the flow of the argument unclear.) Speusip- 
pus claimed that the noble, which is only about the center of the universe, 
is something rare. Though (?) the things that are happen to be good. 


For a discussion of the biological examples given here by Theophrastus 
(11a8-13) and their relation to the work of Aristotle see Lennox 1985, 
149-155; Most 1988a, 229-231; Repici 1990, 197-200. 


Diaporia 24.1 (11a27-b12). (In contrast with Speusippus,) Plato and the 
Pythagoreans make the distance between the principles and the sensible 
world great, and posit that everything wishes to imitate fully (the first 
principles). And yet, (from this premise, and from the one that the principles 
are the best, one should not conclude that nature imitates the best, because, 
in fact,) Plato and the Pythagoreans posit two contrary principles, the one 
and the indefinite dyad, in the first of which reside order and determinacy 
and in the other lack of order and shapelessness, and accordingly the entire 
universe cannot dispense with this principle of indeterminacy which equals, 
if not even exceed, the other; hence the principles are contrary to each other. 
(The unstated conclusion is therefore that everything imitates or derives 
from the two principles together, both order and disorder, and accordingly 
Plato and the Pythagoreans avoid the philosophically indefensible position 
that “everything is for the best”) Because of this opposition in the first 
principles according to these philosophers, not even god is able to, or even 
would want to if he could, lead everything towards the best (and thus 
remove the principle of the indefinite dyad) because it would destroy the 
universe, whose very being consists in contraries. 
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This is the second of the two testimonia in this work which inform us 
about Platos unwritten doctrines: Testimonium Platonicum B3 in Isnardi 
Parente 1998 (with Italian translation and commentary), and cf. Isnardi 
Parente 1997, p. 394. Theophrastus provides here evidence for the dualist 
nature of Platos system, “despite the monistic tendencies” (Happ 1971, 
169 and n478). But the passage is also significant for the discussion about 
teleology, as mentioned above in the comment on Aporia 22. Vallance 
1988, 31, argues for an understanding of Theophrastus “as a dyed-in-the- 
wool Aristotelian,” while Botter 1999, 61-62, brings out Theophrastuss 
closeness, on the matter of teleology, to the Platonic and Academic 
position. 

Though the overall trend of the argument in this diaporia is clear, 
as just summarized, its precise logic has been difficult to determine, 
primarily because there are many variables, and as each one shifts so 
does the overall meaning. There is first a problem with the context: 
because of the corruption in the immediately preceding paragraph, it 
has not been possible to say precisely in what light Theophrastus cast 
the ideas of Speusippus, and hence we do not know with what kind 
of rhetorical momentum he is now introducing the ideas of Plato and 
the Pythagoreans on teleology. Secondly there is a textual problem— 
indeed three; the result, obviously, of the indeterminacy of meaning I 
just described which may have occasioned scribal manipulation of the 
text. The first two have to do with the transmitted words ἐπιμιμεῖσϑαι γ᾽ 
at 11b1, and the third with δ᾽ at 11b5. 

Ἐπιμιμεῖσϑαι, found in all Greek manuscripts, is a hapax legomenon, 
apparently, in the extant Greek writings up to the 14th century (accord- 
ing to the TLG), and thus either suspect or, if accepted, of indetermi- 
nate meaning. The Arabic and Latin translations, which both render it 
as "imitate could point as the reading in W and A to either ἐπιμιμεῖ- 
σϑαι or μιμεῖσϑαι, since they cannot (or do not) give the precise sense 
of the preposition in the compound verb. Some scholars tried to resolve 
the difficulty by assuming a hiatus between ἐπι and μιμεῖσθαι, but their 
suggestions (for which see the Supplementary Apparatus) appear arbi- 
trary and beyond discussion. Laks & Most, following a suggestion by 
Allan, emended the compound verb to read ἐπεὶ μιμεῖσῦαι, an emenda- 
tion subsequently approved by both van Raalte and Henrich. My argu- 
ment against it would be that the sense it yields is wrong. As van Raalte 
translates it, “Plato and the Pythagoreans (hold) the distance to be a great 
one, seeing that all things wish to imitate (the good)? I would add in 
this translation, since van Raalte retains the particle y’ that follows the 
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verb, “seeing that all things wish to imitate, at any rate, (the good)? But 
this means, as Theophrastus allegedly presents it,** that Plato and the 
Pythagoreans believed the distance between the good and the sensible 
world to be great because all things wish to imitate the good; but this can 
hardly be imputed to Theophrastus—if anything, what is, or should be, 
meant is the converse: all things wish to imitate the good because they 
are separated by such a great distance from it. There is also the addi- 
tional problem of the connection that is implied, through this emenda- 
tion, between imitation and distance: if the emphasis in the first clause 
of this problematic sentence is on μακράν, it is not clear why imitation 
should imply great distance rather than any other kind of difference. The 
emendation, therefore, though palaeographically sound and plausible in 
itself, cannot stand. 

The original reading ἐπιμιμεῖσθαι, even though a hapax, need not 
cause problems and can be retained. As for its meaning, it will have to be 
divined from the context, for the preposition ἐπί is very versatile in com- 
pound verbs. LSJ offer “imitate further,’ which I take it to mean “imitate 
additionally or besides,” insofar as the concept of accumulation or addi- 
tion is one of the commonest meanings of the preposition in compounds, 
as in ἐπιμανϑάνω. But this would raise the question, in context, ‘addi- 
tionally to what?) and accordingly van Raalte (564n2) rightly disagrees; 
she suggests instead, “go as far as actual μίμησις, which is the meaning 
the preposition contributes in such compounds verbs as ἐπιτελεῖν. How- 
ever, the general meaning of “up to a point" of the preposition in ἔπιτε- 
λεῖν does not mean “go as far as” but “go to the end of and actually finish” 
something.“ This latter, then, is in this instance the meaning of ἐπί, for it 
functions to emphasize and intensify the root meaning of the verb; and 
hence ἐπιμιμεῖσϑαι means “to imitate fully? 

The problem of the particle that follows the verb, y, attested in all the 
Greek manuscripts, is closely related to it. If the original ἐπιμιμεῖσθαι is 
retained, and since there is no other particle connecting the verb with 
the preceding clause, y’ can be taken in either of two senses, which 
are essentially one, epexegetic (Denniston 138) or quasi-connective and 


^^ Acording to Laks & Most 86n54, the willingness by all things to imitate (the one) is 
presented by Theophrastus as an indication of the great distance between the one and the 
many, without which, ye implies, imitation would not be meaningful (see also van Raalte 
566 and n. 3). 

^5 Apparently basing themselves on this mistaken interpretation of the meaning of “up 
to a point” of ἐπί in compound verbs, Reale 1964, p. 205, and Isnardi Parente 1998, p. 15, 
mistranslate as "tendono ad imitare" and "tendenza all imitazione,” respectively. 
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explanatory, like γάρ (Denniston 144-145). To his credit, Ishaq so took 
it, seeing a causal connection between the two clauses and translating, 
“because they thought that all things imitate it” (bi-mä ra’awhu mina 
l-asy@i kulliha yataqayyaluhü). It is clear that the translator saw the 
particle y’ in his exemplar (W) and not ἐπεί because in the five other 
instances where ἔπεί occurs in this work it is translated differently: by 
wa-dalika anna (7b15, 9b17, 11a3), min qibali anna (4b22), and fa-inna 
(5b5). The lighter causal connection indicated by bi-mä (as opposed to 
the stronger expressions used for ἐπεί, in the other passages) is thus due to 
his taking the particle y’ correctly in its epexegetic and quasi-connective 
sense. But if this is the meaning of the Greek sentence with γ, as also 
correctly understood by Ishaq, then we have the same problem with 
regard to sense as we did with the proposed correction ἐπεί: the fact 
that people wish to imitate the good does not explain the great distance 
between them but rather, if anything, the opposite. 

Ross tried to resolve the difficulty by emending the particle to read δ᾽ 
(translating it as “but”) and was pleased to note, in his review (Ross 1938) 
of the subsequent publication by Kley of Bartholomew's Latin translation, 
what he took as confirmation in the Latin text (autem) of his emenda- 
tion. The problem, however, is that though autem does indeed occasion- 
ally translate δέ in Bartholomew's version, it also translates γε. The par- 
ticle ye occurs fifteen times in Theophrastuss Essay, and in five of these 
it is translated as autem by Bartholomew.“ There is thus little doubt that 
Bartholomew's exemplar (A) also had the same reading as that in the 
extant Greek manuscripts, ἐπιμιμεῖσϑαι y. Nevertheless, Ross’s think- 
ing seems to be in the right direction, for a particle like 6’ removes the 
causal connection between the two parts of the sentence which yields the 
objectionable proteron-hysteron meaning discussed above, and replaces 
it with a parataxis. But if δ᾽ is difficult to defend on grounds both of 
transmission and palaeography, T could be most plausibly suggested as 
the original reading whose corruption to y, common enough in Greek 
manuscripts, should be counted among the primitive errors in the Neo- 
platonic archetype. τ᾽ also has the additional advantage that it removes 
any kind of connection between the great distance and imitation (even 
the slight adversative one implied by 8°), and simply states in sheer 
parataxis the two legs of the Platonic and Pythagorean position. In this 
context, the “great distance” (if, as suggested above, the emphasis in that 


46 At 8a13 and 14, 11a14, 11b1, and 11b12. In nine other passages it is not translated 
at all, and in the tenth, at 4b12, ἁμῶς γέ πως is rendered by verum quodam modo. 
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first clause is on μακράν) would be seen as forming a contrast with what 
preceded: if Speusippus located the noble, rare as it is, about the cen- 
ter of the universe, i.e., among us humans, Plato and the Pythagoreans 
by contrast put it at a great distance from us. The sentence then will 
read, μακρὰν τὴν ἀπόστασιν, ἐπιμιμεῖσϑαι v ἐθέλειν ἅπαντα, and will 
depend, as Ross 74 suggests, on ποιοῦσιν, understood from ποιεῖ refer- 
ring to Speusippus at 11a24. 

This initial declaratory sentence, actually a categorical premise, and 
what follows it are best understood as a syllogistic argument. The clue to 
this is the word καίτοι (11b2), the adversative nature of which has been 
difficult to asses with precision. In syllogistic arguments of this sort, xai- 
tot usually introduces the major premise and the conclusion is usually 
left unexpressed (Denniston 561-563). In this case, the syllogism can be 
reconstructed when one keeps in mind the main subject of the entire 
Aporia 24, a discussion of the difficulties involved with the assumption 
of a teleological impetus for the best in nature (εἰς τὸ ἄριστον 11a2, εἰς TO 
βέλτιον ὁρμή 11b27). In this context, once Theophrastus utters his open- 
ing sentence about Plato and the Pythagoreans, which can be taken as the 
minor premise of a syllogistic argument (in a categorical syllogism), the 
rest would be formed as follows in the mind of his audience: 

Minor: everything (ἅπαντα) imitates the principles (11a27-b1); 
Major: the principles are the best (universally accepted premise); 
Conclusion: therefore everything imitates the best. 


This conclusion, however, is precisely what Theophrastus wishes to con- 
test, or has been contesting, by pointing out in the preceding para- 
graphs the numerous aspects of nature, "everything" or reality, where 
this conclusion is not valid. What Theophrastus is arguing for is a con- 
clusion that would state that nature imitates both the best and its con- 
trary, because that is what can be observed empirically and because real- 
ity (οὐσία at 11b11) consists of contraries. In order to arrive at this 
conclusion, therefore, and given the minor premise which he has just 
expressed, he has to construct a different major premise, and this is pre- 
cisely what the sentence beginning with xaitoı offers. The syllogistic 
argument that Theophrastus actually puts together, instead of the one 
most people would normally think of, as just stated, is the following: 
Minor: everything (ἅπαντα) imitates the principles (11a27-b1); 
Major: the principles are two contrary ones, one for order and one for 
disorder (11b2-7); 
Conclusion: therefore everything imitates and includes both order and 
disorder (unexpressed but implied). 
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A final problem concerns the syntax of the passage containing the 
major premise and the conclusion, 11b2-7, centered around the presence 
or absence of particle δ᾽ at 11b5. Ross 75 points out that καϑάπερ at 11b2 
can be taken either adverbially with ἀντίϑεσίν τινα, in which case the 
clause beginning with ὅλως would be coordinated with it and require 
the particle δ᾽ (“they create as it were some opposition ..., and it is 
altogether impossible ..."), or as introducing a subordinate clause which 
is answered by the main clause beginning with ὅλως, in which case 
the particle δ᾽ has to be omitted (“as they make some opposition ..., 
then it is altogether impossible ..."). The manuscript transmission is 
clearly in favor of retaining à. The particle is omitted only in the Paris 
manuscript (P), while all three other independent winesses, JWA, have it. 
Stemmatically this can only mean that P is mistaken and the other three 
correct, for it is difficult to assume that all three erroneously added the 
particle independently of each other, though Ross 75, strangely, claims 
precisely this." The alternative, if one thinks that the absence of δ᾽ is 
the correct and original reading, would be to assume that its inclusion 
was one of the primitive errors in the Neoplatonic archetype, that it 
was naturally copied in the subsequent exemplars J'UA, and that the 
editors of the text as it was redacted in the Paris manuscript excised it, 
recognizing its spuriousness. But it would be too much to assume that 
these editors, capable as they were, could actually perform the kind of 
analysis of the meaning of the text undertaken here. Besides, the whole 
passage beginning with καίτοι (11b2-7) which aims to introduce a new 
major premise, as discussed above, concludes with τὰς ἀρχὰς ἐναντίας, 
which is the major premise, and the clause introduced by 6’ naturally fits 
into the progression of the argument leading to it. 


Diaporia 24.2 (11b12-27). Even among the first things one can observe 
many things (like the geological changes mentioned above) that are at 
random and thus happen not for the best or for the sake of some end, 
but comply with some sort of necessity. Among sensibles, the heavenly 
bodies possess order; among other things, the mathematicals, for in these the 
ordered is the greater part (unless one follows Democrituss understanding 
of the shapes of atoms). 


^ Ross mentions as reason of the alleged confusion the “failure to notice the idiomatic 
use of the participle ποιοῦσιν” at 11b2, but I cannot see what he is aiming at; ποιοῦσιν is 
certainly not used as a participle in that sentence (cf. the commentary above at 10b25), 
but as the main verb on which depend all clauses, with εἶναι naturally understood after 
φύσιν at 11b6. 
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Concluding summary and re-statement of Aporia 24. We should try and 
identify some boundary, both in nature and in the substance of the universe, 
both for the final cause and for the impulse for the best. 


1141 εἰ δὲ μὴ τοῦ] This is the reading in all Greek manuscripts and the 
two translations. Usener 1890 punctuated after un, changing the mean- 
ing of the sentence and the flow of the argument, and he was followed by 
all subsequent editors. The original reading was restored by Repici 1990. 
Repici’ article is important for drawing attention to the meaning of Aau- 
βάνειν ὅρους and ἀφορισμός in this Essay, namely, apprehending and 
identifying in nature and the universe the boundaries among things that 
exist objectively, and then basing our studies and analyses on these data 
rather than applying wholesale preconceived theories upon nature. The 
word ἀφορισμός is crucial in this Essay; Theophrastus wishes basically 
to mark the boundaries of the various disciplines, that is, identify the 
objects of study that are proper for each on the basis of discriminations 
that are provided by these objects themselves, and then find the appro- 
priate method for their study. 


11a3 ἁπλῶς] Laks & Most 81n30 and Henrich 149 make the distinction 
that the word ἁπλῶς, (“without qualification,’ "absolutely"), because of 
its position, may modify either the prepositional phrase ("for everything 
without qualification") or the verb (“posited without qualification") and 
ask themselves whether Theophrastus is emphasizing the quantity of 
teleological explanation (the former case) or its modality (the latter); 
they prefer the former. But given that, in essence, the one affects the 
other, I am not sure I see the distinction: qualifying the positing (ϑετέον) 
can only have meaning with reference to the objects for which these 
rules are posited, and hence it also qualifies the “everything” (πάντων). 
Thus in a way ἁπλῶς modifies both the prepositional phrase and the 
verb; the implication is, ^We posit these two teleological principles not 
absolutely for absolutely everything, but absolutely for some things and 
in a qualified way for other things? 


11a3 For ἐπεὶ καί, "for in fact,’ see Denniston 297. 


11a5 ὅτι] It appears that ὅτι is causal or explanatory, meaning “because/ 
when; ie. something is the case. This meaning is required by, and 
explains, τοιάδε ἔχει τινὰ διστασμόν in 11a3-4, in which case the “ir- 
regularity” in the syntax seen by the translators (cf. van Raalte 544) 
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disappears as the infinitives in the sentence reflect reported speech de- 
pendent on λέγεται which, in context, is clearly to be understood after 
ὅτι: ἁπλῶς μὲν ὅτι τὴν φύσιν ὀρέγεσϑαι (λέγεται) καὶ μεταδιδόναι (i.e., 
one is not to read, ἁπλῶς μὲν (λέγεται) ὅτι τὴν φύσιν ὀρέγεσϑαι, which 
ceates the problems with the following infinitives). To paraphrase what 
Theophrastus is saying, “there is some ambiguity in the following, both 
when they speak generally and with reference to particulars: generally, 
because/when they say that nature always desires the best ..., and with 
reference to particulars, because/when they say ...”. 


11a7-8 ὡς Ó' αὐτό is the reading of A, the exemplar of the Latin trans- 
lation (ut hoc autem), which seems preferable to αὐτά if only for reasons 
of stemmatic affiliation. J", the only independent witness to have αὐτά, 
is nevertheless the later and restored text of the missing final bifolium 
of J, P has avtoc, which may be a corruption of an original αὐτό, while 
the Arabic translation cannot give conclusive evidence. It reads, wa-ka- 
dalika yajri l-amr, “thus” (literally, “like this runs the case with ...”), 
which could translate either ὡς δ᾽ αὐτό or ὡς 8’ αὐτά; in addition, Ishaq 
does not translate ὁμοίως at the end of the phrase, doubtless because he 
felt that wa-ka-dalika yajri l-amr covered both adverbs: this is contrary 
to his practice because in all other instances of ὁμοίως in the Essay he 
renders it with ‘ala mital wahid (see the Glossary). Thus wa-ka-dalika 
yajri l-amr must stand for both ὡς δ᾽ αὐτά/-ό and ὁμοίως, and accord- 
ingly it is not possible to say what Ishaq read in W. Both αὐτό and αὐτά 
fit the context well by referring to the preceding teleological principles 
(either in the singular referring to the preceding ὅτι clause or in the plu- 
ral referring to the two principles separately) which are next going to be 
applied to particular instances from the animal kingdom, as van Raalte 
546 explains. The reading then, is, either ὡς © αὐτό ... ὁμοίως or ὡς 
δ᾽ αὐτά ... ὁμοίως, a sentence which, when normally expressed, would 
read, ὁμοίως δ᾽ ὡς αὐτὸ καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ζῴων (the expression ὁμοίως ὡς 
is too common to need special documentation; see above the text at 8a3 
and also cf. Theophrastus, CP IV,9,1.5). I prefer the former for stemmatic 
reasons. 

As for the other transmitted reading, αὕτως, there is no good manu- 
script evidence for it; it is carried only by A, a manuscript representing a 
revised edition of the work (see Part I, Chapter 2.1). In addition, and 
regarding the style of the Greek text, the redundancy in having both 
ὡσαύτως and ὁμοίως in the same phrase would be almost intolerable, 
and the allegedly “loose” style of this Essay is no excuse (especially 
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for someone who was nicknamed ϑεόφραστος). Besides, in the two 
other passages in this work where Theophrastus uses the adverb αὕτως 
together with the particle δ, he says ὡσαύτως δέ (6b5, 1143) and does 
not split it as ὡς δ᾽ αὕτως. 


1148 καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ζῴων ὁμοίως (λέγεται) is understood here (see the 
second preceding comment). Having stated what the ἁπλῶς λεγόμενα 
are in 11a5-7, Theophrastus now proceeds to say what the καθ’ ἕκαστα 
λεγόμενα are. Having mentioned in the former category the two absolute 
claims by those who make them, namely that nature [a] desires the best, 
and [b] bequeaths eternity and order, he engages in the second category 
to talk about individual cases for each one of the claims. He starts with 
[a] τὸ βέλτιον in lines 8-12 and then continues in line 13 with [b] 
κόσμος, which stands for τὸ ἀεὶ καὶ τὸ τεταγμένον in line 7, without, 
however, providing any examples for [b]. He may have considered the 
case as self-evident, though Wimmer was moved to suggest a lacuna 
after χάριν. Κόσμος is a more comprehensive and traditional term for to 
τεταγμένον, while his complaint about the ἀκαριαῖον in line 18 indicates 
that he is including both τὸ ἀεὶ καὶ τὸ τεταγμένον in his discussion of 
κόσμος. 


1148 γάρ introduces the list of examples of the best arrangement of 
biological matter in nature; ὡσαύτως at the end of the parenthesis refers 
to the orderly arrangement of the same. 


11a9 παραλείπειν] There is patent need to read the infinitive παραλεί- 
sew here: the view presented is reported speech, which depends on the 
presumed λέγεται of the preceding sentence (and not, as Ross suggests, 
the ὅτι of the preceding sentence). For an author like Theophrastus, writ- 
ing reported speech in infinitives ifhe is not sharing that view—and here 
he is clearly not—would be automatic and independent of how “polished” 
or “rough” his style in any work is. 


11413 κόσμου] Given τὸ τεταγμένον in line 7, it is clear that κόσμος 
here must be referring neither to ornaments nor to the universe (“the 
cosmos"), but to order as a teleological principle, eternally valid (cf. ἡ 
τοῦ κόσμου τάξις ἀΐδιός ἐστιν, Aristotle, De Caelo 296a33). A fragment 
attributed to Aristotle (Rose fr. 17) makes κόσμος an axiomatic prin- 
ciple permeating the world: the argument that there is only one ἀρχή 
hinges on the axiomatic truth that there must be κόσμος in the cosmos; 
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otherwise οὐκ ἐστὶ κόσμος ὁ κόσμος ἀλλ᾽ ἀκοσμία. Bonitz Index 406a33 
compares the similar notion in Plato, Gorgias 508A. 


11413 εἰ γὰρ καί ... ἀλλ, “for if it is true that ..., nevertheless,” is 
a common style of argumentation, especially with Aristotle (e.g., APo 
7988, 87b28, 92b20; Phys. 225a27, 254a24; DC 20744; GC 316b12; Mete. 
358a32; GA 716a27; Met. K 11, 1067b32; EE 122741, etc.); Theophrastus 
himself uses it once more further below, at 11b20. The conditional pro- 
tasis repeats or states a position that was being discussed, and the apo- 
dosis, beginning with ἀλλά, introduces an objection or exception to it. 
The particle γάρ is essentially epexegetic, explaining something that has 
been said; in this case it explains the word διστασμόν at 1144: after the 
examples which corroborate the view that biological organisms do, in 
fact, exhibit excellent and orderly arrangement, γάρ introduces the rea- 
son why ambiguity exists about the universal applicability of this princi- 
ple. The particle καί is asseverative (not “also” or “even”); it states what in 
fact the case may be, as described in the preceding discussion. The struc- 
ture of this paragraph therefore is such that the main statement about 
the ambiguity concerning the universal applicability of the teleological 
principle (11a3-5) is followed by the reason for it in lines 11a13-18. The 
intervening lines provide the details and illustration of the original state- 
ment. This structure has not been properly understood and has accord- 
ingly led to a misunderstanding of the function of γάρ here; Tricot went 
even so far as to suggest emending it {ο δέ. 


11a14 For ἀλλά ... ye in apodosis see Denniston 12-13. 
11a14 διότι here used as ὅτι; see Laks & Most 20n41 and van Raalte 552. 


11a18 κἄν] Laks & Most are doubtless right in adopting the marginal 
correction by an anonymous “homo italicus” in the margin of the Flo- 
rentine Riccardiana copy of the Gemusaeus (Oporinus) edition of this 
Essay. One of the arguments used by those who advance the doctrine of 
βέλτιον is that the animate is better than the inanimate (Aristotle, GA 
731b29: τὸ δ᾽ ἔμψυχον τοῦ ἀψύχου βέλτιον). Theophrastus is throwing 
this back at Aristotle, saying, this may be so (κἂν βέλτιον), but what good 
is it given the momentary nature (ἀκαριαῖον) of our existence? This is 
related to Theophrastuss complaint about the brevity of life in the saying 
attributed to him both by Cicero and the Siwan al-hikma (Gutas 1985, 
92-93). 
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11a18 δ᾽] We are here entering a passage that appears to be corrupt 
beyond redemption, and I indicate the corrupt places with an obelisk. 
With manuscript J missing the original page (even if it was replaced at the 
turn of the 14th century by its copy) and the evidence from the Arabic 
and Latin translations inconclusive, our oldest witness for the text is the 
Paris manuscript P, whose readings I give in the text. The precise meaning 
of δ᾽ at this point depends on how one interprets the passage. For the 
different—valiant but, I believe, unsuccessful—attempts at restoration 
and interpretation of the text see the apparatus, the references below, 
the commentators, and Taran 1981, fr. 83 and pp. 444-449. Since it is 
uncertain how the following phrases and clauses are to be connected to 
each other, I do not translate this and the following particles. 


11419 πλήϑει] The error πλῆϑος at the very beginning of this corrupt 
passage can be corrected with certainty. All the main Greek manuscripts 
(PJ!CLA) read πλῆθος η, with varying accents and breathing signs on 
the éta. The Arabic translation also reflects the word πλῆθος in the nom- 
inative but disregards the following eta (wa-r-radi'u katiru l-'adadi, “the 
evil is much in number" = πολὺ δὲ πλῆϑος τὸ κακόν). The nominative 
πλῆϑος also appears in the Latin translation, multitudo est, where the 
second word, est, must reflect how Bartholomew understood the eta after 
πλῆϑος. This error is accordingly one of the primitive errors of the Neo- 
platonic archetype (Part I, Chapter 2.5). The correction is simple and it 
was proposed by Laks & Most, who read πλήϑει for πλῆϑος η. The dative 
of respect in πλήϑει is common after words indicating amount, and the 
very expression πλήϑει πολύ (i.e., “much/many as to number”) is found 
elsewhere in Theophrastus (HP IV,2,1.13 and IV,2,5.16) and also in Aris- 
totle (HA 581a5: γίνονται δὲ πλήϑει πολλοί). It is even more common 
in Plato (e.g., ὄντα πολλὰ πλήϑει Phaedo 111482), one of whose favorite 
phrases is, ἄπειρον πλήϑει, as in ἄπειρον δὲ πλήϑει τὸ μὴ ὄν (Sophist 
25666). Would this latter Platonic maxim resonate in Theophrastus’s sen- 
tence here? 

As for the error itself, I would think it was occasioned by the neuter 
form πολύ at the beginning of the sentence, following which some scribe 
changed the dative πλή δει to the nominative πλῆϑος to agree with it. The 
following éta in the manuscripts is difficult to account for. Usener 1861, 
pp. 279-280, suggested that it is an abbreviation for εἶναι, but that, as 
Ross 74 explains, can be the case only if one reads et instead of η, and ει 
is present only in the later manuscripts, i.e., RBHD in Ross. But RBHD 
derive ultimately from J, which has the eta, and thus the corruption went 
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from éta to epsilon iota and not the other way around as Ross suggests. 
The abbreviation theory explaining éta, then, can hardly be correct. 
It may be that the eta in the oldest Greek manuscripts represents the 
original ending of πλήϑει, after it was corrupted to 70500, miswritten 
in a marginal note as η instead of et and eventually incorporated into the 
main text. But there can be no certainty. 


11420 οὐκ] The Arabic omits or does not translate οὐχ, but rather has 
something which would seem to indicate that he read or understood 
the relative οὗ in its stead, reading, πλῆθος τὸ κακὸν οὗ Å ἀοριστία 
μόνον: wa-r-rad? katir al-‘adad wa-huruj hada (sc., ar-radi’) ‘an al-hadd 
faqat, “evil is great of number and the departure of this (sc. of evil) from 
limit only,’ where, as is frequently the case, hurüj ‘an, “departure from,’ 
translates the alpha privativum in ἀοριστία. 


11a22-23 καὶ γάρ ... Σπεύσιππος] καὶ γάρ is well attested in the old- 
est Greek manuscripts, while εἰ γὰρ καί and καί in C and L respec- 
tively would appear to be scribal emendations for the impossible ei καὶ 
γάρ in P and J. Sylburgs emendation of ει xou to εἰκῇ fails to convince 
both because of the sense and because of the syntax. As Laks & Most 
note (84n48), Theophrastus cannot be accusing Speusippus of "arbitrary" 
speech if he thinks that the theory about the center position ofthe noble is 
plain wrong (if this theory is interpreted cosmologically, i.e., as referring 
to the central position of the world-fire), or even less so, if he thinks that 
the theory about the center position of the noble is right (if this theory 
is interpreted ethically and is similar to that of Aristotle: see Tarán 1981, 
444-449, and the parallel passages). To say nothing of the fact that it is 
inconceivable that Theophrastus could have used an expression like “a 
most ignorant person” (ἀμαϑέστατος) to describe, however indirectly, 
Speusippus. Syntactically, the sentence as reconstructed with εἰκῇ and 
accepted by Ross (and then by Tarán 1981), is incomplete. It does not 
mean, as Ross, translates, "For quite random is the talk of those who 
speak of the whole of reality as Speusippus does when he makes the valu- 
able element to be something scanty, namely, what is found in the region 
of the centre of the universe;" if that were the meaning of the sentence it 
should have read not as transmitted but instead as, εἰκῇ γὰρ ot περὶ τῆς 
ὅλης οὐσίας λέγουσιν ὥσπερ Σπεύσιππος, σπάνιόν τι τὸ τίμιον ποιῶν 
τὸ περὶ τὴν τοῦ μέσου χώραν. The corruption stands: see the following 
comment. For the Speusippus fragment itself see also the texts and com- 
mentaries in fr. III 41 Lang, fr. 83 Taran 1981, fr. 71 Isnardi Parente 1980. 
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11a22-25 καὶ γάρ ... ἑχατέρωϑεν] The sentence has no finite verb 
in the Greek manusctipts and in A. In Arabic, Ishaq understood the 
verb referring to Speusippus, ποιεῖ, as the main verb and apparently 
interpreted it as ποιοῦσι. It is not clear whether this was also the reading 
in W. Given our lack of certainty about what precisely the issues in 
question here are because of the corrupt text, it would be rash to supply 
a verb according to sense (οὕτως ὑπολαμβάνουσιν or ποιοῦσιν Laks & 
Most 84n48, λέγουσιν van Raalte 559). 


11a25 μὲν οὖν] Since we do not know the precise sense of this corrupt 
passage, the connecting particle combination, μὲν οὖν, is ambiguous, for 
it could be either adversative (corrective to previous statements) or assen- 
tient (cf. Denniston 479-480), and it has accordingly been interpreted in 
both ways (Ross 74 vs. van Raalte 563, depending on the interpretation 
given to the passage). Again, I do not translate. It is certain, however, that 
μὲν οὖν rounds out the discussion of the preceding paragraph and points 
forward to the δέ in the next sentence introducing the views of Plato and 
the Pythagoreans. 


11425 ἔτυχεν] If this brief sentence is indeed an expression of Theophras- 
tuss own views, then the fortuitous element implicit in &tuxev needs to 
be made explicit in view of ὡς ἔτυχεν further down (11b14). Cf. Laks & 
Most “se trouve étre” vs. Ross “is and always has been.” 


11b1 ἐπιμιμεῖσϑαι v] τ᾽ is my correction from the transmitted y. See the 
discussion following Diaporia 24.1 above. 


11b1 ἐϑέλειν, “wish, indicating natural tendency and disposition rather 
than actual desire; see the passages assembled by van Raalte 567-568. 


11b2 Logical καίτοι (“and yet”) here introduces the major premise of 
the syllogistic argument. See the discussion following Diaporia 24.1 
above. 


11b2 ἀντίϑεσιν] It is is interesting to note that the Latin translation has 
compositionem for this word, suggesting a Greek original obvdeoıv. This 
may well have been the reading of A, if it was not a marginal comment 
incorporated into the text, because both ἀντίϑεσιν and σύνϑεσιν would 
actually mean, in context, the same thing. As analyzed above in the dis- 
cussion of Diaporia 24.1, the argument Theophrastus is making is that 
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the first principle for Plato and the Pythagoreans is actually two, one for 
order and one for disorder, and as such they are antithetical, and hence 
the original reading of the text (ἀντίϑεσιν); but they also work together 
as a team to “produce” all reality, with its ordered and disordered aspects, 
and thus present a synthesis at the highest level of principles, and hence 
the "correction" or marginal note of σύνθεσιν in A. 


11bs δ] Only P omits the particle δ᾽ here. See the discussion following 
Diaporia 24.1 above. 


11b12 The word £v, added by scribes to manuscripts L and B, was present 
in V. 


11b16 καταχολουϑεῖν with the dative, “to comply with or obey” (cf. 
LSJ), harks back to ὑπακοῦον at 11a15. The infinitive indicates that 
it continues to be indirect speech dependent on “appear”, φαίνεται, in 
11b12. 


11b17-19 Μάλιστα ... οὐράνια] This passage was used by Steinmetz 
1964, 158, to dispute Theophrastuss adherence to the theory of ether, 
and was criticized by Gottschalk 1967, 23; see also Happ 1971, 764n418, 
and the comment on Aporia/Diaporia 10 above. For an analysis of the 
passage as it relates to Democritus see Henrich 317-320. 


11b20 εἰ γὰρ καί ... ἀλλά] See above at 11413. 


11b23-24 ἀλλὰ δή ... μέν ... ὃ © ἐξ ἀρχῆς] The ἀλλὰ δή sentence 
completes the previous thought; it does not start a new paragraph as 
originally printed by Usener 1890 and then, following him, by all the 
editors. The particle combination is resumptive, brushing aside the brief 
(and irrelevant?) digression of the mention of Democritus (cf. Denniston 
241). As Theiler 1958, 102/292, remarks, and van Raalte 584-585 amply 
documents, ἀλλὰ δή is a typically Theophrastean way of wrapping up 
a previous argument before moving on to the next point, here marked 
by the particle, δ, which summarizes the main and original (ἐξ ἀρχῆς; 
cf. LSJ, s.v. ἀρχή 1.1.5) question of Aporia 24 at 11a1-3. Τούτων in this 
line thus refers back to the question of the amount of order possessed, 
respectively, by the heavenly bodies and mathematicals, which are prior 
with regard to order. They all are, Theophrastus says, subsidiary subjects 
for further research. 
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11b27-12a2 (ἐν τίσιν, πῶς): The initial aporia in the study of the universe 
is this: (to determine) among what (different sets of) things all beings belong 
and how they relate to each other. 


The final aporia restates the initial one in a comprehensive manner, as a 
result of the investigation throughout the Essay. The question is to deter- 
mine the different categories—intelligibles, mathematicals, sensibles, and 
the different sub-categories of each—into which all beings belong and 
the ways in which they are connected and associated with each other, in 
order to understand how all reality works. The initial aporiae were ask- 
ing about the boundaries of the categories or sets of things in which the 
first principles belong, but given the connectedness of all reality, which is 
the leitmotif of the Essay (see Part I, Chapter 1.4), the final restatement 
focuses on the study of the universe and hence on the assignment of all 
beings to their proper categories. For the use of the preposition év in this 
context (ἐν τίσιν τὰ ὄντα;) see the comment on 4a17-18. 


Scholium 


12b4 oiov προδιαπορίαι] The term προδιαπορία bears some investi- 
gation, for it is not a common term. As a matter of fact, it is a hapax 
legomenon: this is the only recorded instance of the word. LSJ list it in the 
latest (1996) Supplement only (defining it as “preliminary problems") and 
refer to its use in this scholium alone, while the TLG shows no record of 
it at all up to the 12th century (apparently this scholium was not copied 
in their data-base). It is not so much its meaning that is problematic as 
its usage, which requires some analysis. 

It is a doubly compound word, with the προ- prefix clearly intending 
to signify “preliminary, as everybody agrees. Removing this prefix for 
the moment, we are left with the word διαπορία, which is the base 
upon which the προ- was added. Now διαπορία itself is not a common 
word. Again, for the period up to the 12th century the TLG lists only 
14 occurrences. It derives from the verb διαπορέω, which is much more 
common, and which means, with the preposition διά adding the sense 
of intensity and completion, "to raise and run through problems/aporiae 
thoroughly,” or, in common usage, a more intensive form of ἀπορέω 
(cf. LSJ; Bonitz Index 18711 defines Aristotles use of the word as, 
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διέρχεσθαι τὰς ἀπορίας). The verbal noun, raising such a question, 
was διαπόρησις, while διαπόρηµα and not διαπορία was the noun 
derivative from this verb (as in the title of Theophrastuss lost work, Περὶ 
TOV ἁπλῶν διαπορημάτων, Diog. Laert. V,46 = fr. 1,178 FHS&G, or 
even Aristotle's own reference to the aporiae in Met. B as διαπορήματα, 
Met. M 2, 1076a39-b1, etc.). Διαπορία in the sense of διαπόρηµα or 
even διαπόρησις (a vexed or difficult questioning), was not used or 
used very rarely, and hence its very low incidence in ancient literature. 
Exceptionally, Epicurus used the word διαπορίαι as the title of one of 
his books, and this accounts for eight of the fourteen occurrences of 
the word mentioned above; it was a good choice by Epicurus for it 
was distinctive in that it was a term not in use. Of all extant ancient 
literature the only place where διαπορία occurs outside of Epicurus is in 
Aristoxenuss Harmonics (62,13), where it appears to be used like ἀπορία. 
Of the remaining five recorded uses, one occurs in Galen and four in late 
antiquity. It is again surprising that the voluble Galen used it only once 
in all his extant writings, together with πλάναι to refer to the difficult 
problems faced by physicians (De plac. Hipp. et Plat. IX.1.4,2); clearly it 
was a rare term not in use either in medical or philosophical parlance in 
his time. 

On the other hand, the uses of the word in late antiquity are instruc- 
tive, for they are philosophical: they occur in the Metaphysics commen- 
tary of Syrianus (In Met. 29.17 Kroll [CAG]) and the De anima commen- 
tary of (Ps.-) Simplicius (In De an. 24,1 and 24,6 Hayduck [CAG]).? 

This philosophical use and the reference to Aristotle are crucial for 
our purposes. Διαπορέω, of course, is a key term in Aristotelian dialec- 
tic method, and Book B, the aporetic book par excellence of his Meta- 
physics, starts off with a first chapter built around the term (995228, 35, 
and 996417). The subject itself is well known, but what is important is 
that Syrianus and (Ps.-)Simplicius use the noun διαπορία, in the pas- 


48 With the exception of the one Christian occurrence in John Climacus, Scala Par- 
adisi, ch. 7, col. 809, line 41, where it is apparently used in its Middle Greek sense of 
“doubt,” like διαπόρησις. 

^ Blumenthal summarizes the literature that discusses the spuriousness of the attri- 
bution to Simplicius, but this does not affect my argument here; whoever the author was, 
he was one of the “Neoplatonists who worked in Athens at the end of the fifth century 
and the beginning of the sixth? See H.J. Blumenthal, “Some Notes on the Text of Pseudo- 
Simplicius Commentary on Aristotle's De Anima, IIL1-5;' in M. Joyal, ed., Studies in 
Plato and the Platonic Tradition [Esays Presented to John Whittaker], Ashgate: Alder- 
shot, 1997, 213-214. See also H.J. Blumenthal, ‘Simplicius? On Aristotle, On the Soul 3.1-5, 
London: Duckworth, 2000, 1-7. 
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sages just indicated, precisely in the same way as Aristotle uses the verb 
διαπορέω in Met. B—Syrianus, as a matter of fact, expressly calls Book 
B διαπορητικόν (διαπορητικὸν γάρ ἐστιν ὅλον τὸ B, 1,19-20 Kroll). In 
other words, Simplicius and the Neoplatonists of late antiquity used δια- 
πορία as the noun for that verb, and this apparently for the first time. 
What is astonishing is that there is no record of this usage of the noun 
any time during the nine centuries separating Aristotle and these late 
antique philosophers, despite the extensive philosophical—and indeed, 
Aristotelian philosophical—Greek that has survived. In this instance the 
argument from silence is valid, it seems. I draw the conclusion that δια- 
πορία rather than διαπόρηµα or διαπόρησις became current in late 
antiquity among the Neoplatonic commentators as the noun for διαπο- 
ρέω precisely because it began to be used as a technical term in the Aris- 
totelian sense. 

If that is the case, it has implications for the Scholium at the end of 
Theophrastus’s Essay. In the first place, the word προδιαπορία which we 
see in the Scholium would appear to be a neologism either on the part 
of the author of the Scholium or his circle. If διαπορία in the restricted 
technical Aristotelian sense had little currency in late antiquity, then προ- 
διαπορία must have hardly had any, and there is justification in seeing 
it as a neologism.” As a matter of fact, just as διαπορία was used as the 
noun for διαπορέω in the Aristotelian sense by the Neoplatonic com- 
mentators, so also was προδιαπορία derived from the verb προδιαπο- 
ρέω as its noun. The verb προδιαπορέω itself was very rarely used: we 
have only three recorded occurrences. The first is in Apollodorus Dysco- 
lus (see LSJ), and the other two, again significantly for our purposes, are 
in the works of the Neoplatonic philosophers, both in the Aristotelian 
sense of a preliminary run-through of problems. Philoponus writes (In 
An. pr. 42.35 Wallies [CAG]), τούτων ἡμῖν ... προδιηπορηµένων, ἄξιόν 
ἔστι καὶ τάς ... ἀπορίας ἐπιλύσασϑαι; and Damascius (In Parm. 169,6 
Ruelle), Περὶ τῆς τρίτης τῶν νοερῶν διακοσμήσεως τάδε προδιαπορη- 
τέον, EV uÉV ... 

In addition, προδιαπορία would appear to be a slightly redundant 
term, and this redundance would also speak for its neologism status in 


9? That (προ)διαπορία in this sense was not used before the Neoplatonists in late 
antiquity is also indicated, however circumstantially, by the variant προδιαπορήσεις in 
manuscript A of the Essay for the original προδιαπορίαι (P) in this Scholium (see the 
apparatus). Manifestly the scribe of A did not know the neologism προδιαπορία and 
wrote the usual προδιαπορήσεις instead. 
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late antiquity (as languages develop, redundant use of prepositions and 
adverbs increases). It is redundant because the Aristotelian διαπορία by 
itself implies a preliminary consideration of a problem. At the very begin- 
ning of Met. B, where Aristotle establishes the importance of διαπορέω, 
he writes (995a27-30), ἔστι δὲ τοῖς εὐπορῆσαι βουλομένοις προῦρ- 
yov τὸ διαπορῆσαι καλῶς: ἡ γὰρ ὕστερον εὐπορία λύσις τῶν πρότε- 
ρον ἀπορουμένων ἐστί. Προῦργου, which refers to διαπορῆσαι, means 
doing something in advance for the furtherance of a project, and the πρό- 
TEQOV ἀπορούμενα are the objects of διαπορῆσαι. Nine centuries later, 
(Ps.-) Simplicius does exactly the same, using διαπορία in a way which 
indicates that it is a preliminary undertaking. Commenting on Aristotle's 
use of διαποροῦντας in DA 403b20 (a passage, incidentally, parallel to 
the one from Met. B cited above), (Ps.-)Simplicius writes, Διὰ τὸ un αὐτό- 
Dev ἡμῖν τὴν τῶν πραγμάτων προσπίπτειν ἀλήϑειαν, ... προηγεῖται ἣ 
ζήτησις καὶ ἡ πρὸς τὰ ἀντικείμενα ἡμῶν φορὰ καὶ τούτων διαπορία.] 
Finally, there is the evidence in favor of the neologism status of the word 
provided by the use of the word oiov before it; the scholiast says, oiov 
προδιαπορίαι. Οἷον here cannot cast doubt upon or qualify the προ- 
διαπορία nature ofthe work of Theophrastus—in good Aristotelian fash- 
ion the Essay is a work raising problems about issues of first principles in 
a thorough manner in order to further their eventual resolution; it is not a 
work that “sort of raises,” or that “can be considered to raise" problems. 
Laks & Most, p. xvi, suggest, with reference to Stephanuss Thesaurus, that 
otov here might be an annotator’s mark. But the word here is not used in 
a gloss and does not refer to a specific passage in the Essay, which is the 
proper usage of a glossator's οἷον. Thus οἷον in this context would appear 
to point to a self-conscious use of the term προδιαπορία by the scholiast, 
aware of its novelty. 

And this brings us to the date in which the last sentence of the Scho- 
lium was written. ΙΓπροδιαπορία, which may be a neologism as it occurs 
in the Scholium, is based on the use of διαπορία and προδιαπορία as 
an Aristotelian technical term only in late antiquity, then this sentence 
was composed in late antiquity.” And if this term was current among 


31 J.O. Urmson translates: “Since the truth about the facts does not fall spontaneously 
into our laps, ... first must come a search and our movement towards the opposed 
opinions, and the raising of the problems about them;" in Simplicius. On Aristotles On 
the Soul 1.1-2.4, Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1995, 40. 

52 As interpreted by Laks & Most, p. xvi, “en quelque sort; and by Hecquet-Devienne 
2004, p. 174, "what may be considered to be? 

3 On the strength of an argument based on the order occupied by the Essay among 
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the philosophers and commentators of the time, then it must have been 
composed by somebody in their circle. This conclusion is corroborated 
by the accuracy of the description of Theophrastus’s Essay as a διαπορία, 
or προδιαπορία. The person who made this evaluation knew his Aristo- 
tle and he could associate the Aristotelian methodological procedure of 
διαπορεῖν, as set forth in Met. B and mentioned elsewhere (see the fre- 
quent use of the verb in Bonitz Index), with the actual performance of 
Theophrastus. Modern scholarhip is gradually coming around to appre- 
ciate this evaluation of Theophrastus’s Essay. See the discussion in Part I, 
Chapter 1.1-3, on the date and nature of the work and the Scholium. 


Aristotles works in the Paris manuscript (P), and the athetization of Book Alpha of Aris- 
totles Metaphysics from some manuscripts in the medieval Arabic and Latin translations 
(on the grounds that the Scholium at the end of the Essay restored Book Alpha and not 
the Essay itself to Theophrastus), Jaeger 1932, 290-292, came to the conclusion that the 
author of the Scholium was the editor of the Roman edition of the works of Aristotle. 
Valuable as this argument is, it cannot be maintained in view of our current knowledge 
of the history of the texts preserved in the Paris manuscript as analyzed by Hecquet- 
Devienne 2004, 184-189. For his part, Theiler 1958, 102/292, simply guessed, without 
argument, that the whole Scholium was probably composed by Nicolaus of Damascus. 
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“KNOWN BY BEING UNKNOWN" (9a18-23) 


There is considerable uncertainty about what and whom Theophrastus 
is referring to in this passage. The general brevity of his style in this 
work, the presence of the paradoxical but philosophically cute phrase 
γνωστὰ τῷ ἄγνωστα εἶναι, and the existence of a variant in a crucial 
part of the argument (δρατόν/ἀόρατον, 9a23), have indeed made the 
passage “notoriously” difficult to understand and translate (van Raalte 
435). 

The crux of the matter is to understand precisely what the people who 
used the phrase γνωστὰ τῷ ἄγνωστα εἶναι meant (and what Theophras- 
tus understood by it). Since Theophrastus does not specify who said it 
(καϑάπερ τινές φασιν) and how they meant it, we can only proceed by 
trying to see what Theophrastus is actually saying in this passage and 
eliminating the impossible interpretations. 

First it is necessary to eliminate the impossible interpretation given 
by Ross, which appears unfortunately to have confused the issue much 
more than helped it. Ross (followed by Laks & Most) read this passage 
by Theophrastus in the light of the sophistry mentioned by Aristotle in 
the Rhetoric (1402a4-7): ἐπιστητὸν τὸ ἄγνωστον, ἔστιν γὰρ ἐπιστητὸν 
τὸ ἄγνωστον ὅτι ἄγνωστον (“the unknown is known, for the unknown 
is known to be unknown”). Ross 68 thus interprets the whole passage in 
Theophrastus as a flippant sophistry and “a mere play on words” (“une 
position extrême, ou « éristique »”, Laks & Most 68n36). 

Looked at closely, however, it is seen that the sophistry in the Rhetoric 
passage is not what Theophrastus is talking about here. First, the soph- 
istry itself is not about the manner (τρόπος) of knowing the differ- 
ent classes of being—Theophrastus’s express purpose here—but rather 
is intended to prove and maintain, and indeed in a paradoxical way, 
that nothing is unknown, that the unknown does not exist: if we know 
that something is unknown, our mere knowledge that it is unknown 
makes it known and hence there is no unknown: the unknown does 
not exist epistemologically and, conversely, this would seem to imply 
(though it is not stated either by Aristotle or Theophrastus), that if 
we do not know that something is unknown, it does not exist anyway 
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because our mere lack of knowledge that it is unknown makes it episte- 
mologically non-existent.’ 

Second, the sophistry, a play on words as it is, is not about the man- 
ner or respect in which, or the means by which, we may come to know 
the unknown—again, Theophrastuss express purpose here— but rather 
about our knowledge that the unknown is unknown. But Theophrastus 
calls knowing τῷ ἄγνωστα εἶναι an ἴδιος τρόπος (9a20) of knowledge, 
while it is clear that knowledge that the unknown is unknown is not a 
τρόπος of knowledge but itself a piece of knowledge (arrived at, presum- 
ably, after a certain τρόπος has been employed). 

Third, a comparison between the text of Theophrastus and that of 
Aristotles sophistry corroborates the previous two points: Theophrastus 
says that some people claim that some things are known τῷ ἄγνωστα 
εἶναι. The dative here is almost certainly instrumental, or possibly of 
respect; it is in any case clear that it is identical with αὐτῷ τῷ ἀγνώστῳ 
at 9422, which is parallel in meaning to the κατά in κατ’ ἀναλογίαν, 
which in turn is identical to the datives in the previous passage, 9a5- 6. 
There is no doubt that what Theophrastus means is that some things are 
known through or by means of or with respect to (t@) their epistemogical 
status or quality as unknown (τῷ ἄγνωστα εἶναι cf. Henrich 134); the 
sophistry says that they are known that (ὅτι) they are unknown. It thus 
seems unavoidable to suppose that had Theophrastus had in mind the 
sophistry mentioned by Aristotle, he would have said at 9a19, γνωστὰ 
ὅτι ἄγνωστα εἶναι. 

Fourth, in order for the parallelism between the known and seen 
things to hold up in Rosss 68 reconstruction of the argument, Ross has 
to interpret ἔνια at 9a18 as if it meant τὰ ἄγνωστα. But reading this 
word in the context of this entire paragraph, there can be little doubt 
that ἔνια refers to the objects of knowledge whose proper manner of 
investigation is being sought; i.e., the Greek would presumably be, ἔνια 
(Ov ζητεῖται ὁ οἰκεῖος τρόπος τοῦ ἐπίστασϑαι), viz., the list of things 
enumerated in lines 9a12-15, from the first to the inanimate things. 
These are simply beings as objects of knowledge, τὰ γνωστά in the 
descriptive sense (or, in logical terms, simpliciter), without reference to 
their inherent or actual epistemic status (i.e., to their modality as either 
possible or necessary objects of knowledge): things that we would like 


! Ina similar fashion, Merlan 1968, 188 note *, criticizes Ross’s interpretation by 
pointing out that “Theophrastus is speaking of a whole class of things ... and not at all 
of sophisms as Aristotle does. 
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to know about and for which reason we are seeking the proper method 
of doing so (just as, e.g., τὰ αἰσθητά in the title of Aristotles Περὶ 
αἰσθήσεως καὶ αἰσϑητῶν is to be taken: study of things that are objects 
of sense perception, without reference to their inherent or actual capacity 
of being sensed). Thus it seems very inappropriate to call these things ta 
ἄγνωστα since Theophrastus does not intend to portray them as such. 
The same applies to the (un)seen thing at 9a23: with one exception, the 
manuscripts have all τὸ ὁρατόν; Ross’s preferred reading τὸ ἀόρατον 
in manuscript A only is clearly a scribal correction, to be disregarded, 
apparently introduced for the same reason that prompted modern editors 
to effect the same emendation (for this manuscript see Part I, Chapter 2.1, 
section on "Sub-family =”). Accordingly, both words necessary for Ross's 
interpretation to work, a presumed τὰ ἄγνωστα at 9218 and an actual 
τὸ ἀόρατον at 9a23, are neither attested nor implied in Theophrastuss 
text. 

Fifth, and perhaps most importantly, in order to make rhetorical sense, 
the phrase that Ross wants to read at 9423, τῷ ἀοράτῳ (ὁρατὸν) τὸ ἀό- 
ρατον (instead of tH ἀοράτῳ (δρατὸν) τὸ ὁρατόν, the transmitted read- 
ing), must provide, by analogy, the absurd consequence of the position of 
something being γνωστὸν τῷ ἀγνώστῳ. That is, the rhetorical argument 
would go as follows: if someone maintains that the unknown is known 
by being unknown (τῷ ἄγνωστον εἶναι γνωστὸν (τὸ ἄγνωστον), as Ross 
wants to read it), then he must also maintain that the unseen can be seen 
by being unseen (τῷ ἀόρατον εἶναι (ὁρατὸν) τὸ ἀόρατον, as Ross wants 
to read it), and since this latter position is manifestly absurd, so must 
the former. But this rhetorical reductio ad absurdum cannot be accom- 
plished by adopting the reading to ἀόρατον in line 9a23 simply because 
τῷ ἀόρατον εἶναι (ὁρατὸν) τὸ ἀόρατον makes as good (perverse and 
sophistical) sense as τῷ ἄγνωστον εἶναι γνωστὸν (τὸ ἄγνωστον) (as 
Ross would have it): to follow Ross, who rephrased this interpretation 
accurately (p. 68), to say that the unknown “can be known because it can 
be known to be unknown ... would be like saying that the unseen can be 
seen because it can be seen to be unseen.” Now to someone who accepts 
as a valid manner of knowledge of the unknown the proposition that the 
unknown can be known because it can be known to be unknown, the 
proposition that follows, that the unseen can be seen because it can be 
seen to be unseen, must appear equally valid; in other words, the latter 
proposition is not inherently or even in context absurd, and thus it canot 
have the intended effect, to show by analogy the untenability of the for- 
mer. 
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Because of all these reasons, Ross’s interpretation cannot stand. An- 
other major interpretation that has been offered is also difficult to defend. 
Merlans 1968, 187-189, thesis that Theophrastus is here referring to 
what was later to become the Neoplatonic theory of docta ignorantia has 
two main problems, the text of Theophrastus itself, which can hardly be 
translated as Merlan does (187-188), and the fact that Theophrastus talks 
about knowledge “by being unknown” as if it were of the same order 
as knowledge by analogy and not, as Merlan would have it, as the via 
negationis, the negation of all positive forms of knowledge (see further 
below on this aspect and the references to the work of Kramer). 

With the sophistical and the “Neoplatonic” interpretations eliminated, 
we come back to the question of the precise meaning of the phrase 
γνωστὰ τῷ ἄγνωστα εἶναι. First, and to eliminate another misconcep- 
tion, the existence of the word εἶναι in this formulation makes it clear 
that both in this phrase (at 9a19) and in the phrase αὐτῷ τῷ ἀγνώστῳ 
further down (at 9a22), the term ἄγνωστον denotes an attribute, or a 
quality, and not an object (as already noted by Henrich 134, pace van 
Raalte 439-440). The phrase thus means, "some things are known by 
way of/through their very attribute of being unknown/unknowable,” In 
order to know something about these things, then, one has to employ 
this attribute of theirs, their unknownness. The only positive significa- 
tion that I can find for this statement (apart from being a mere ver- 
bal paradox, which, as discussed, is to be excluded) is that it means 
that some things cannot be known directly, and hence some knowledge 
of them can be gained by indirect means and in an indirect manner, 
perhaps by some kind of similarity or relationship that exists between 
the unknown object and something we know: it would seem this is 
what Theophrastus himself may be referring to when he says at 4b12- 
13, εἴτε κατ᾽ ἀναλογίαν εἴτε κατ’ ἄλλην ὁμοίωσιν, bringing together 
again the method by analogy in close proximity to some other method, 
as in this passage. Τῷ ἀγνώστῳ would thus seem to be some other 
kind of ὁμοίωσις, or at least Theophrastus would seem to be consid- 
ering it as such, an indirect means of gaining access to the unknown 
object. 


? The distinction between unknown and unknowable may well be, as van Raalte 436 
observes, a problem for English, which makes it, and not for Greek, which does not, with 
its single term ἄγνωστος for both meanings. In any case, it is inconsequential in this 
discussion. The reader should concentrate on thinking about γνωστόν and ἄγνωστον in 
Greek. 
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We do not know what the people who said this meant precisely by this 
indirect manner. But Theophrastus, who thought in terms of the discus- 
sions conducted in Aristotle's circle, had a very clear idea about what the 
manners (τρόποι) of knowing were. He mentions them, with regard to 
knowledge of identity, in the list of διαιρέσεις he provides at 9a5-6, a 
list which echoes that of Aristotle in Metaphysics A 6, 1016b31-1017a3. 
Now Theophrastus says that this manner of knowing, viz., through the 
object’s attribute of being unknown, would be another separate way 
of knowing and it would need to be placed in some scheme of such 
διαιρέσεις (9a20-21). But, he adds, it would be more appropriate to 
call (οἰκειότερον λέγειν) this manner of knowing knowledge “by anal- 
ogy” (κατ᾽ ἀναλογίαν) rather than "through the very attribute of being 
unknown? This means, first, that knowledge through unknownness is of 
the same genus as knowledge by analogy, and second, that knowledge 
by analogy somehow covers the same area as, and is parallel to, knowl- 
edge by unknownness. Thus Theophrastus would seem to be saying that, 
although knowledge by unknownness may be acceptable in some cases, 
in others knowledge by analogy would be a more appropriate term to 
cover the same manner of knowing. Thus we may guess that the peo- 
ple who said that something is known by its being unknown indicated 
thereby an indirect manner (or indirect manners) of knowledge of some 
objects without apparently either specifying this manner (these man- 
ners?) more precisely or using a more intelligible (and less paradoxi- 
cal) term. Thus Theophrastuss objection is not so much to the manner 
of knowledge itself—the fact that he is willing to accord to this man- 
ner its proper διαίρεσις and the reservations expressed at 9a21 clearly 
prove this—as to its appellation. He seems to be saying that the manner 
by means of unknownness, τῷ ἀγνώστῳ, may indeed be a separate man- 
ner of knowing that would require its own διαίρεσις--{Π|5 would have 
to be investigated—but, he goes on, in some cases at least, it would be 
more proper to call this manner of knowing knowing by analogy because 
the paradoxical expression ("known by being unknown") is as counter- 
intuitive and absurd as saying that something that is seen (thus keep- 
ing the attested reading τὸ ὁρατόν) is seen through its very attribute 
of being unseen. And just as, upon first hearing this, someone will find 


3 The reserve shown by Theophrastus himself with the words τάχα δ᾽ ἐφ᾽ ὧν ἐνδέχε- 
tat (cf. van Raalte 438-439) would indicate that he, too, under certain conditions, might 
accept it. 
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this nonsensical, so also someone hearing the manner of knowing by 
analogy called knowing by unknownness will find it equally nonsensi- 
cal. 

The question is, who these philosophers—or philosopher—who held 
this view were. It would seem beyond serious doubt that they have to 
be sought in the Academy, given the closeness of Theophrastus Essay 
to a number of their positions; Berti even aired the thought that it 
might be Plato himself.* But a more likely suggestion is that it was 
Speusippus,° and his theory that “the essential nature of each thing is 
identical with the complex of all its relations to all other things,” in the 
words of Cherniss 1945, 42, or, as Tarán 1981, 58 put it, "the very essence 
of anything is simply to be the focus of all the relations that make it 
different from everything else and that knowledge of anything requires 
knowledge of the whole system of relations.” This can be likened to an 
algebraic equation in which we stipulate the unknown, x, and, starting 
from the fact that it is unknown, we come to know it once we have all 
the determinate or known terms in the equation which express their 
relation to it. That something like this was the theory of Speusippus is 
derived from Aristotles passage on definition in the Posterior Analytics 
IL13, 97a6-22 (fr. 63a Tarán 1981), who, however, does not mention 
Speusippus, and from the later commentators on this passage who do 
(frs. 63b-e Tarán 1981). 

There have been divergent views about the precise purpose of Speusip- 
pus in making this argument and about the function of division as 
method in the process, but there seems to be agreement that at the very 
minimum Speusippus held that "to define a thing is to know the rela- 
tions that this thing has with all surrounding things? This is certainly 
an indirect way of coming to know something, and we know for a fact 
that Speusippus did maintain that some things are known indirectly. In a 
reference preserved by Proclus, Speusippus is reported to have said that 
“in the hunt for knowledge,” some things our mind “is unable to grasp 
immediately and therefore advances on them step by step and endeavors 


^ Berti, preprint, pp. 2-3, refers to Platos view that the ideas can never be known 
adequately (ἱκανῶς, Resp. 505a5, e2). Although he admits that Plato never said that they 
can be known by being unknown, he entertains the possibility that such a thing could 
have been said in Academic circles. 

5 Made to me privately by Paul Kalligas, for which I am most grateful. 

$ See the detailed discussion by Falcon 2000; the quotation above is on p. 413. Cf. also 
the analysis of the Aristotelian passage by Barnes 1994, 245-247. 
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to capture them by their consequences"? (κατὰ μετάβασιν En’ ἐκεῖνα [sc. 
τὰ οὐκ εὐθέως αἱρεῖν ἀδυνατοῦσα ἡ διάνοια] διαβαίνουσα κατὰ τὸ 
ἀκόλουϑον αὐτῶν ἐπιχειρεῖ ποιεῖσθαι τὴν ϑήραν, fr. 73 Taran 1981). 
It is not known whether Speusippus meant to call this knowledge that 
comes οὐκ εὐθέως but κατὰ μετάβασιν and κατὰ τὸ ἀκόλουϑον as the 
knowledge that makes things γνωστὰ τῷ ἄγνωστα εἶναι, or what pre- 
cisely Theophrastus meant when, for his part, he said that this manner 
of knowledge “by being unknown" would be more appropriately called 
knowledge by analogy, κατ’ ἀναλογίαν, and how this is to be understood 
in this context. In a number of studies, Krámer also identified Speusippus 
as the philosopher to whom Theophrastus is here referring by this man- 
ner of “known by being unknown,” but he has likened the process to the 
one κατ’ ἀφαίρεσιν, as developed in Middle and Neo-Platonism. Krämer 
did not explain, beyond these general statements, how objects known by a 
method κατ’ ἀφαίρεσιν could be γνωστὰ τῷ ἄγνωστα εἶναι, though it is 
true that he expressed himself with caution.’ The problem with Krámer's 
analysis, though, is that Theophrastus himself never mentions ἀφαίρε- 
σις in this Essay? and indeed neither does Speusippus in the few frag- 
ments we have, but he says, instead, as just cited, κατὰ μετάβασιν κατὰ 
τὸ ἀκόλουϑον. The subject deserves more detailed scrutiny than can be 
afforded to it here; in general, though, it would seem to be a fruitful line of 
approach to investigate how Speusippuss idea of reaching the unknown 
through its relations and especially its consequences, κατὰ TO ἀκόλου- 
Dov, relates to mathematical procedure and possibly the Aristotelian dis- 
covery of the middle term described in the Posterior Analytics." 


7 Translation by G.R. Morrow, Proclus. A Commentary on the First Book of Euclid 
Eements, Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1970, 141. 

8 Le, “Die Erkenntnis der πρῶτα durch Negation, die Theophrast referiert ..., 
dürfte in diesem Zusammenhang der mathematisierenden Methode κατ᾽ ἀφαίρεσιν 
entsprechen, die im späteren Platonismus terminologisch fixiert ist,” Krämer 1973, 212; 
as opposed to the bolder unsubstantiated claims by Merlan mentioned earlier. See also 
similar general statements in Krámer 1967, 105-106, 350-351; Krámer 1968, 327n125; 
Krámer 1971, 177-178. Theiler 1958, 105/296-297 also saw points of contact between 
later Platonism and this passage in Theophrastus, but without claiming this to be an 
expression of docta ignorantia, despite his reference to Merlan. 

? At 5a11 (for which see the commentary) the word ἀφαιρετέον has its literal mean- 
ing “to remove,” without any epistemological implications, and similarly at 6812-13. 

10 The issue is also related to the knowledge, and hence derivation, of sensible objects 
from and through the principles, something which Theophrastus accuses Plato to have 
done not completely, and Speusippus not at all, at 6a24-6b15; see the commentary on 
this passage and cf. Gaiser 1968, 366n101. 
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As to the question what these objects of knowledge are that can be 
known indirectly (though this question is not immediately relevant to 
this discussion), the answer depends on how ultimately the process 
described by Theophrastus is understood. If the reference is indeed to 
Speusippus, then in all likelihood the object of this indirect knowledge 
will be the sensibles, since the upper three substances in Speusippus’ 
ontology, numbers, magnitudes, and soul, are known directly (cf. Taran 
1981, 53-60). Alternately, in Aristotelian terms, direct knowledge cannot 
be had of objects like the ultimate principles, matter, etc. A statement 
like Aristotle’s ἡ δὲ ὑποχειμένη φύσις ἐπιστητὴ κατ’ ἀναλογίαν (Physics 
19147--8) seems to be relevant in this regard (see the evidence collected 
by van Raalte 436-437). 

Iconclude that knowing by unknownness is neither a sophism, as Ross 
would have it, nor what a loaded interpretation like that of Merlan sug- 
gests (a prefiguring of the Neoplatonic docta ignorantia), but merely an 
indirect manner of knowing for those objects of which there cannot be 
a direct knowledge. There is a very strong possibility that Theophrastus 
may be referring here to an aspect of Speusippuss epistemology, but we 
have relatively little direct evidence, and it may appear strange, even given 
our scant knowledge of this thinker's works, that there has survived no 
other testimony to it. Whether by Speusippus or not, in all likelihood 
the theory was part of internal discussions in the Old Academy before 
Aristotle and Theophrastus returned to Athens in 335, which the partic- 
ipants would recognize even when briefly referred to through the catch 
phrase γνωστὰ τῷ ἄγνωστα εἶναι, but which, through its very paradoxi- 
cal nature and lack of explicitness, was soon abandoned, leaving just this 
trace in this Essay. 


WORD INDICES AND GLOSSARIES 


1. Greek Word Index and Greek-Arabic Glossary 


The Greek word index and glossary follows the alphabetical order and manner of 
citation of words in LSJ (i.e., words printed in bold). It includes all the words that 
occur in the text of Theophrastus except for the article, the various uses of which 
are listed only in representative samples; a complete index of its occurrence 
can be found in van Raalte 645-647. The words in the Scholium are listed in 
a separate index at the end. 

In addition, because the word index is at the same time also a glossary, 
it includes all those words which, though they do not occur independently 
in the text of Theophrastus, are components of compound words, translated 
individually by Ishaq ibn-Hunayn in accordance with his etymological analysis 
of the compound word. For example, the word ἀστρολογία at 9027 and 1035 is 
translated as sina'atu n-nugumi, literally, “the science of the stars,’ with the two 
Arabic words standing for ἄστρον and λόγος respectively. The word ἄστρον is 
accordingly listed independently in the word index, although it does not occur as 
such in the text of Theophrastus, while an additional reference to the translation 
of Aóyoc as "science" is added in its own entry. 

In the compilation of the glossaries I followed the general rules adopted by 
Gerhard Endress and myself in our A Greek and Arabic Glossary (GALex), refer- 
ences to the entries of which are added in the Arabic-Greek glossary. Additional 
instances of a Greek- Arabic correspondence, with citations of passages from the 
translation literature, can be found in these references, listed under the Arabic 
word. Some of the technical terms used in the entries below, whose abbrevia- 
tions are given in the list that follows, conform to the rules in GALex, but are 
for the most part self-explanatory. For more detailed information the reader is 
referred to the introduction in GALex. In addition, several signs have been used 
that are particular to this publication, the key to which is given at the end of the 
abbreviations. 
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abs. 
acc. 
accus. 
act. 
add. 
adj. 
adv. 
affirm. 
amplif. 
Ar. 

Ar. synt. 
circumst. 
comp. 
concentr. 
conj. 
corr. 
dat. 
def. 
demonstr. 
encl. 
etym. 
expr. 
foll. 

fut. 
gen. 

Gr. 
hend. 
impers. 
impf. 
indef. 
indic. 
inf. 
inflect. 
interpr. 
interr. 
intrans. 
juss. 
lac. 
masc. 
med. 
morph. 
neg. 
n.t. 


obj. 
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Abbreviations 


absolute use; a word without any syntactic governance 
according 

accusative 

active voice 

adds, added (by) 

adjective(s) 

adverb(s), adverbial 
affirmative 

amplification 

Arabic 

required by the Arabic syntax 
circumstantial 

comparative 

concentration 

conjunction 

corrected (by), -ion in 

dative 

definite 

demonstrative 

enclitic 

etymology 

expression(s) 

following, followed (by) 
future tense 

genitive 

Greek 

hendiadys 

impersonal 

imperfect 

indefinite 

indicative 

infinitive(s) 

inflection 

interpretation, -tive translation; as -ted by 
interrogative, -ion 
intransitive 

jussive 

lacuna 

masculine 

middle voice 

morphology 

negative 

not translated (analysis of the omission is usually offered in the 
corresponding note to the Arabic translation) 
object 
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om. 
opt. 
paraphr. 
part. 
pass. 
perf. 
pers. 
pl. 
prep. 
pres. 
pron. 
ref. 

sc. 
sem. 
sem. amplif. 
sing. 
s.th. 
subj. 
subst. 
superl. 
synt. 
transl. 
w. 

w.o. 


omits, omitted by / in 
optative 

paraphrase, -phrastic 
participle 

passive voice 

perfect 

person(al) 

plural 

preposition, -nal 
present tense 
pronoun(s), -nominal 
reference 

scilicet 

semantic 

semantic amplification 
singular 

something 
subjunctive 
substantive(s) 
superlative 

syntax 

translated, -tes, -tion 
with, used with 
without 
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1,2,3 


{1a1} 


1a1 (1a2) 
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Signs 


a raised, exponential number next to a page-column-line reference 
indicates the first, second, or third occurrence in the same line of 
the word indexed. 

an asterisk following a page-column-line number indicates that 
the word so glossed is the result of editorial emendation and is not 
to be found in the manuscripts; for supporting arguments see the 
corresponding entry in the commentary (Part III) or the note to the 
Arabic translation. 

a page-column-line reference so bracketed indicates a different, 
inaccurate, or misapprehended interpretation by the Arabic 
translator; for explanation see the corresponding note to the Arabic 
translation. 

page-column-line references in parentheses following immediately 
after another such reference point to the occurrence of the word 

in the Arabic text in a different line than that in the Greek, and 
vice-versa for the Arabic-Greek glossary. 

a raised obelisk following a page reference indicates that the word 
in question is corrupt in the MSS. 

a vertical line separates different definitions within the same 
lemma. 

a bold rectangle separates different lemmata within the same entry. 
a bold lower case letter in the longer entries separates different 
categories of meaning or usage for the word concerned. 

(e.g, τε/χαί) a slash in Greek and Arabic entries indicates a 
correlative use of the words concerned. In such instances, when 
one side of the slash has only a hyphen and not a word, it indicates 
that one of the correlatives is not expressed in the translation. 
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ἀγαθός 8b1 bayrun | as the positive 
degree of κρείττων 4b6 fadlun 
-τὸ ἀγαϑόν 11a19 al-gayyidu 
= comp. — βελτίων, κρείττων = 
superl. — ἄριστος 

ἄγαν 4a19 n.t. 

ἄγνωστος 9a19, 9a22 gayru 
ma‘lumin 

ἄγω 7022, 884 (8a3) radda | 
1159 qàda = ἄγομαι pass. 8a11 
uhriga 

ἄδεχτος 5b18 gayru qabilin 

ἀδύνατος 7b8 'agizun | 7b16 ‘agzun 
‘an | 5b13 in hend. du‘fun wa- 
'afzun 

Get 7016, 10b20 dà'iman | 446 om. 
Ar. (in lac.) = τὸ ἀεί, 11a7 ad- 
dawamu 

ἀζήτητος 6a3 là yaqa'u fihi bahtun 

ἀήρ 702, 11b17 hawa’un 

ἀΐδιος 9b24 azaliyyun = tà ἀΐδια 
4216 al-a$ya'u l-azaliyyatu 

αἴσϑησις (sense-perception) 7b19, 
8b10 hissun = at αἰσθήσεις (the 
senses) 5b5, obo al-hawässu (sing. 
hässatun) 

αἰσθητός 608 mahsüsun | 4a7 om. 
Ar. (in lac.) = xà αἰσθητά 4420, 
4b19, 7b15, 953, 11b18 al-asya’u 
l-mahsüsatu 

αἰτία 4b21, 5a1, 5821, 7b19, 8b11, 
9b11 sababun | 11b8 'illatun | 9b3 
mabda’un 

αἴτιος = αἴτιον 5b7, 982 (9a1), 9b8 
sababun 

ἀκαριαῖος 11a18 asra‘u 

ἀχίνητος 4022, 10a20 gayru 
mutaharrikin | 4a7 om. Ar. (in 
lac.) 

ἀκολουθδέω in συνακολου- 
ϑέω 743 tabi‘a = ἀκολουϑεῖ 
(thus in the MSS; corr. by Ross 
to οὐ συνακολουϑεῖ) 8a2* 
tabi‘a 

ἄκρον = tà ἄκρα 9b10 al-atrafu | 
11a24 an-nihayatu 

ἀλήϑεια 6b16 haqqun 


ἀληϑής 8a16 mina s-sihhati = 
ἀληϑέστερος comp. 8b11, 9b14, 
9b23 asahhu 

ἀληδινός = ἀληϑινώτερος 5412 
asdaqu 

ἀλλά 4a14, 5a1, 7a14, 7b13, 7b18, 
8a4, 8b8, 10a26, 11b6, 11b9, 
11b16 lakin | 5b14, 8a14, 8417, 
11b23 illà anna | 5a9, 10b18 bal 
| 5a25 innamä | 5b18 fa-qad | 
5b22 n.t. | 4a11 om. Ar. (in lac.) 
= £i γὰρ καί/ἀλλά 11a14 idä/illä 
anna | 11920 (119021) fa-inna ... 
wa-in/fa- 

ἀλλήλων 5b25, 863, 8017, 1022, 
12a2 ba‘dun/ba‘dun | 10b28 
({11a1a}) asnäfun | 4a10 om. Ar. 
(in lac.) 

ἀλλοίωσις 10b4 (10b5) istihälatun 

ἄλλος 6417, 6b18, 9027 sa iru w. 
gen. | 4b13, 5a1, 8a5 äharu | 6b3, 
8a20 gayru w. gen. | 6a22 äharu 
gayruhü = ἄλλο 10b3, 1οῦς Say’un 
= ot ἄλλοι 6b6 gayruhü = ἄλλα 
11b17 asya’u uharu gayruhü = 
τὰ ἄλλα 4014, 6012, 8a2, 10a4, 
11010 sä’iru l-asyà'i | 6426 sã’ iru 
mà siwa dälika | 7a6 sä’iru ma 
fiha 

ἄλλοτε = ἄλλοτ᾽ ἄλλο 10b3 Say’un 
ba‘da ὅαγ 1η | τοῦς Say’un ilā 
Say in 

ἀλλότριος 9bs in hend. mugtanabun 
gayru ma'lüfin 

ἄλλως 7b18 aydan | 10a23 là ma‘na 
lahü = ἄλλως τε καί 5a28 wa- 
... maʻa dälika = xal ἄλλως/καί 
9517-18 -/wa- ... maʻa dalika 

ἄλογος 7a10 gayru mungäsin (see 
Part I, Chapter 3.3) 

ἅμα 5a25, {503}, 6a8, 9b22 maʻa = 
ἅμα ... TE καί 5412 Wa- -ἅμα καί 
603 maʻa 

ἀμαθής = ἀμαϑέστατος /-ov 11421 
gayatu l-&ahli 

ἀμερής 8a3 là guz’a lahü 

ἀμετάβλητος 4a8 om. Ar. (in lac.) 
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ἀμορφία 11b4 al-hurügu ‘an süratin 

ἄμορφος 6b24 gayru musakkalin 

ἁμός in οὐϑαμῶς 5a21 waghun 
mina l-wugühi 

ἄμφω obs transl. by a dual pron. | 
7a7, 7a8, 9a9, 9b6 in hend.; dual 
subst. or pron. w. gami‘an | 8027 
om. Ar. 

ἁμῶς γέπως 4b12 ‘ala waghin mina 
l-wugühi 

ἄν (a) w. impf. indic. ἦν ἄν 8023 
hiya (b) w. opt. (in alphabetical 
order of the Gr. verbs) ἀνάψειεν 
ἄν 7b11 qad Saba = ἀξιώσειεν 
ἄν {6a16} layta Si‘ri | 5b15 n.t. 
- ἀπορήσειεν ἄν 646 huwa 
mawdi‘u tasakkukin | 60241 
an yatasakkaka | 7b10 qad 
yatahayyaru = àv γίνοιτο 6 
kana li-yahduta | àv γένοιτο 
8a26 yügadu = δέοι ἄν 5027 qad 
yuhtagu = δόξειεν ἄν 6b12, 8821, 
9a26 qad yuzannu | 11b17 an 
yuzanna bi- | 7a10 an yaqülü = 
ἂν εἴη 5b2, 10a14-15 yakünu | 
7b17, 8a15 an yaküna | w. foll. inf. 
6a12 lahü an w. foll. subj. | 7 
hiya | 9a20 n.t. = οὐχ ἂν εἴη 4b23, 
5b8 laysa huwa = ἐπιζητήσειεν ἄν 
5b10 n.t. = ζητήσειεν ἄν 5b19 
an yabhata | 10b24 la-hü an 
yabhata --λάβοι àv 10b16 om. 
Ar. (in lac.) = λύοιτο ἄν 5a4 (fa- 
yagibu) an yaküna munfasihan 
= àv προέλοιτ᾽ 11b10 an yaküna 
yasa’u = àv τίϑηται 6417 n.t. = ἂν 
ὑπάρχοι 8a15 yakünu = φϑείροιτ᾽ 
ἄν 6a9 (6a8) yakünu butlanun | 
φϑείροι ἄν 6a14 kana butlanun 
(c) in combinations ὡς ἄν 8a5 
bi-manzilat w. gen. | 947 where 
ἄν is not transl. and wg is merged 
with the foll. circumst. part. as id - 
ὥσπερ ἂν εἰ {4015} ‘ala mà huwa 
‘alayhi 

ἀναγκαῖος 9b18 in hend. yuhtagu 
ilayhi hagatan darüratan 


ἀνάγκη 10a26 darüratun | 10b19 
say un darüriyyun | 11b16 
darüriyyun | 4b13 mudtarrun 
ila | 8b19 in hend. qad yagibu 
darüratan 

ἀνάγω = tO ἀνάγειν 6b11 raddun 

ἀναιρέω 9b21 abtala | οὓς haraga 
‘an = ἀναιροὔμαιραδ. 11b11 
irtafa‘a 

ἀναλογία 8a19 giyasun | 4b12, 986, 
9a7, 9a21 muqayasatun 

ἀναξήρανσις 10b2 gafafun ‘an 

ἀνάπτω 6b13 radda | 11b8 adafa ila | 
{7011}, {7b13} Saba 

ἀνάρροια 1011 in hend. mugtarifa- 
tun wa-tasa“ubun 

ἀναφέρω w. πρός 6a7 ga'ala 
nazaraht fi 

ἀναχώρησις 10b2* (10b1) gazrun 
'an 

ἄνευ 8bs, 11b5 hilwun min | 8b16 
bi-gayri w. gen. 

ἀνήνυτος = TO ἀνήνυτον 5a16 
annahü là yafturu 

ἄνθρωπος 6a21 insànun 

ἀντίϑεσις 11b2 tadaddun 

ἀντίκειμαι = ἀντικείμενος 749 
mutadaddun 

ἀντιμεταλλάττω in ἀντιμεταλλα- 
κτέον 70133 tagayyara in yanbagi 
an yatagayyara 

ἀξιόπιστος 7018 ma yastahiqqu an 
yusaddaqa bihi 

ἄξιος in ἀξιόχρεως 4a20 mà pron. 

ἀξιόχρεως w. gen. 4a20 in hend. ma 
yuhtagu ilayhi wa-yuntafa‘u bihi 

ἀξιόω 6a3 awgaba | 6a16 layta Si‘ri | 
{5b15} ‘ala kulli halin 

ἀόρατος 9a23 gayru mubsarin 

ἀοριστία 11a20 hurügun ‘ani l- 
haddi 

ἀόριστος 6424, 6828, 7219, 8412, 
1152 (1193) gayru mahdüdin | 
8418 hurügun ‘ani l-haddi 

ἀπαιτέω 7b7 igtadä 

ἀπαρτίζω = ἀπηρτισμένος 5 
nizamun 
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ἅπας 7a10 kullu w. gen. = ἅπαντα 
7a12 (7a11) gami‘u w. gen. | 4b16, 
6a4, 607, 7421 gami'u al-asyä’i | 
1185 kullu Say’in | ob21 al-‘ulamu 
kulluha | 11b1 al-asyä’u kulluha 

ἀπάτη 9b16 zalalun 

ἄπαυστος 524 alladi là yatafattaru 

ἄπειρος 11217 là yuhsa katratan = 
(τὸ) ἄπειρον 6b1 mà là tanaha 
| 9b4 mà là nihäyata lahü | 11b3 
al-hurügu ‘ani t-tanahi 

ἀπέχω 9a7 ba'uda 

ἁπλῶς 4b20, 5a9, 8013, 9b7, 1049, 
11a4, 1135 ‘ala l-itlàqi | 3 
mutlaqan 

ἀπό w. gen. 5026, 6a15, 6a16, 6428, 
6b2, 9bo min | 543, 5b4, 5b10 ‘an 
| 6022 sem. amplif. yahudu min 

ἀποδίδωμι 4b17 wafä’un bi- | 5a8 
(5a7) wasafa | 5a10 wasfun | 
{6a17} itagada 

ἀπορέω 6a6 mawdi'u tasakkukin 
| 6624 tasakkaka fi | 7b10 
tahayyara fi | 6a13 ga‘ala bahtahü 
fi | in ἄπορον οῦ2 irtabaka fi 

ἀπορία 10a20 (10a19) Sakkun | 8a21 
mawdi'u tasakkukin | 8b13 in 
hend. $akkun wa-hayratun 

ἄπορος = ἄπορον 5a23 ma yutahay- 
yaru fihi | 9b2 ma yurtabaku fihi | 
10b24 mawdi‘u hayratin 

ἀπόστασις 9626, 11b1 bu'dun 

ἀπόφασις 5a13 salbun 

ἅπτω = 07010111160. 9b15 massa | 
w. gen. 6b12 Sara‘a fi 

ἀπωθέω 5b21 in hend. qadafa bi- ‘an 
... Wa-aqsa 

ἄρα 8b16 idan | 10b27 haliqun an | 
{6a17} ma‘a (i.e., Ar. (mis-?) read 
as ἅμα) | 8422, 9a6 n.t. = εἰ μὴ 
ἄρα 4b10, 6a10 allahumma illa an 
| 5b28, 11b19 illa an 

ἆρα 10a16 ya layta Siri 

ἀργία 7b12 ta'tilun 

ἀριϑμός 4b4, 4b8, 5a26, 5a27, 
6a21, 6a25, 602, 6014, 8b26, 9a5 
‘adadun 





ἄριστος 5a20 afdalu | {5b8} afdalu 
l-umüri | 11a12 om. Ar. (in lac.) 
= 10 ἄριστον 11a6 al-afdalu | 
5bı afdalu l-umüri | 5b26, 5b27 
mà huwa fi gayati l-fadilati | 
11a2, 11bo al-amru l-afdalu = tà 
ἄριστα 6a2 afdalu l-umüri | 6a4 
afädilu l-umuri 

ἄρρην 10b8 dakarun 

ἄρτιος 5a6 kàmilun 

ἀρχή 4a15, 4416, 409, 4b15, 4019, 
585, 5a6, 5a19, 6a16, 6012, 6b14, 
6b16, 6b17, 6b19, 6b21, 6b22, 
6b23, 7a4, 7a6, 7a13, 7a19, 7b9, 
7b12, 9a11, 9a13, 9a25, 9b6, 9b8 
(9b7), 11b7, 11b27 mabda'un 
| obo awwalu | 11b24 awwalu 
l-amri = fitle“, 4a9 om. Ar. (in 
lac.) 

Ἀρχύτας 6a19 Arhütas 

ἄρχω = ἄρχομαι med. 10a24 
bada'a 

ἀσθένεια 9b12 ‘agzun | 5b14 in 
hend. du‘fun wa-kalàlun 

ἀστήρ — ἄστρον 

ἀστρολογία 9b27, 10a5 sina‘atu n- 
nugumi 

ἀστρολόγος 5a22 munaggimun 

ἄστρον in ἀστρολογία 9b27, 5 
nagmun 

ἀσύνδετος sb18 là muhtamilun li-l- 
irtibati 

ἄτακτος = TO ἄταχτον 11b4 
al-hurügu ‘ani n-nizami = 
ἀτακτότερος comp. 4a4 om. Ar. 
(in lac.) 

ἄτομος = ἄτομον 9a3 Sahsun = τὰ 
ἄτομα 11b23 al-agzä’u llati là 
tatagazza’u 

ἄτοπος 5a17, 5b14 &ani'un | 7b23 
gabihun 

ἅττα 6a11 ba'du w. gen. | 3 
n.t. 

αὖ «πάλιν αὖ 7a20* aydan 

αὐτόματος = TH αὐτομάτῳ 10b27 
min datiha = αὐτομάτως 8 
min datihi 
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αὐτός (a) (self) 6a13, 7022, 9a8, 
9817, 9b10, 9b14, 9b16?, 10b24 


nafsu w. attached pron. | 4b4? sem. 


amplif. nafsuhü fadlan ‘an gayrihi 
| 5b17 kullu w. attached pron. | 
6a6 amru w. gen. | 7a22 ma huwa 
aydan = αὐτός in αὐτομάτως 


7a18, 190027 dätun = {9a22} transl. 


as if it were a pers. pron. w. ref. 
to λέγειν = 10b7 n.t. as such, 
but its emphasis is rendered by 
the assertive qad yakünu add. 
for the implied copula = 10b4, 
11817 n.t. (b) (pers. pron.) 4417, 
4b4!, 4b21, 5a19, 6a8, 6a10, 8a2, 
8213, 8b4, 984, 9b16! transl. by 
the attached pron. | 5a27, 8a16 
transl. by the subst. to which it 
ref. | 11a8 dalika in ka-dalika | 
9413, 9425 n.t. | 4a7, 4a9 om. Ar. 
(in lac.) (c) (same) αὐτά 4423 
hiya = ó αὐτός 5218 wahidun bi- 
'aynihi = τὸ αὐτό 8b24 aS-Say’u 
bi-‘aynihi | 944 αὔ-δαγτι wähidun 
bi-‘aynihi = ταὐτά 10b20 hàlun 
wahidatun = xatû ταὐτά 10b20 
‘ala halin wahidatin | 4a6 om. Ar. 
(in lac.) 

αὑτοῦ 4a23, 4b22 nafsu w. attached 
pron. | 11b5 n.t. = — éavtod 

ἀφαιρέω 6a12 hadafa | 5a11 rafa'a 
‘an = ἀφαιροῦμαι pass. 6a13 
sem. metathesis; pass. / act. 
transformation zala 

ἀφανής 5a17 sem. metathesis; 
neg./affirm. transformation ma 
yahfa 

ἀφορίζω 9a25 lahhasa | 4a2 om. Ar. 
(in lac.) = ἀφωρισμένος 10819 
mahdüdun 

ἀφορισμός 7b6 (707) hadda | 10423 
talhisun 

ἄχρι 10as ila 

ἄψυχος 7a17 al-‘adimu li-n-nafsi 
| 9a15, 11217 là nafsa lahü | 
{10b21} nafsun 


βελτίων = βέλτιον 11418 agwadu = 
τὸ βέλτιον 8424 al-afdalu | 7011, 
8414, 1149, 11015, 11927 al-amru 
l-afdalu 

Bia 10b14 om. Ar. (in lac.) 

βλέπω = βλέπειν 9513 an-nazaru 

βούλομαι 6a2 Sä’a 


γάρ 4a18, 5a10, 5817, 5822, 5a27, 
5b24, 6a1, 6a3, 6a19, 6a21, 6a25, 
6b7, 6b17, 6b27, 7a17, 7b11, 
7b17, 8a2, 9a1, 9a4, 9b4, 9b21, 
10a28, 10b18, 10b24, 11a22, 
11b15, 11b27 fa-inna | 4a21, 4b4, 
4b15, 5a12, 5b3, 5b8, 5b15, 5b21, 
6b19, 7a9, 8a16, 8b10, 8b17, 
8b21, 9a15, 9a27, 10a16, 10b19, 
11a8, 11a16 wa-dalika anna | 
6b21 min gibali anna | 11411 
li-anna | 4a3 om. Ar. (in lac.) = 
καὶ γὰρ δή 10a7 fa-inna = el γὰρ 
καί/ἀλλά 11a13-14 idä/illä anna | 
11b20 fa-inna ... wa-in/fa- 

ye 5b14 the repetition of the whole 
clause to which τοῦτο refers may 
express the emphasis of the particle 
| 5322 n.t., though its force may 
be reflected in the first person verb 
(änas) selected to transl. οἰκεῖος | 
6a23, 7b15, 8a13, 8a14, 9b2, 10a9, 
11a14, 11b12, 11b18 n.t. | 4a4 
om. Ar. (in lac.) = ἁμῶς γέ πως 
4b12 ‘ala waghin min al-wugühi = 
{10a17} Ar. read eite for ei ye 

γένεσις 8a12 hudütun | 6b15, 10b17 
tawalludun [705 (7b4) tawallada | 
10b4 kawnun 

γεννάω 6a25 walada | 7bs wallada 

γένος 4b8, 8b20, 9a5, 9215 ginsun = 
γένος in ὁμογενής 9a18 ginsun 

γῆ 5b17, 7b2, 10b4, 11b14 ardun | 
10a28 ardun in ardiyyun | 6b26 
om. Ar. (in lac.) 

γίνομαι 7a18, 8a17 hadata | 7b1 
hudütun | 10b5 (10b4) ‘arada | 
8a26 wugida | 5b7 transl. by the 
implied copula of an Ar. nominal 
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sentence annaha (hiya) ‘ala halin = 
γεγονός 8b7 kana mawgüdan 


γνωστός 9219 yulamu pass. | 


γνωστός in ἄγνωστος 9319, 9422 
malümun 


γραμματικός = 1] γραμματική 742 


kitäbatun 


γραμμή 8026 hattun 


δέ w.o. preceding μέν (a) abs. 4a157, 
402, 4b13, 4b20, 5a2, 5823, 5b3, 
5b10, 5b19, 5026, 6a12, 6bs, 600, 
6b13, 6b14, 6b15, 6b16, 6b18, 
6b20, 6b23 (6b24), 7a1, 7a3, 7a10, 
7a19?, 7b14, 7b19, 7b22, 7b23, 
8a8, 8a19?, 8421, 8427, 806, 8b11, 
8b20, 8b24, 8b27!, 9a4, 98181”, 
9820, 9821, 9825, 9a26, 9b6!, 
9b13, 9b16, 9b22!, 9b25, 1007, 
10b11, 10b20, 11a13, 11817, 
11a18, 11a19, 11a20, 1105, 11b12, 
11b16 wa- | 4b18, 5a28, 6a2, 9a10, 
10213, 10424, 1141 fa- | 4423, 
5a21, 5b12, 6b4, 7a19!, 10422 
(10a23b), 11a24 wa-(fa-)amma 

... fa- | 4212, 6423, 8811 (8a10), 
80191, 9a7, 9b6?, 10819, 11b17 illā 
anna | 4b22, 8a12 lakin | 10a15 
hatta | 9a7 fa-inna (?) | 11a20 n.t. 
| 4a5, 4a9, 80273, 9817 om. Ar. 

(in lac.) (b) in compounds δὲ in 
οὐδέ 5b12, 6b5, 6b6, 9b24, 11a15, 
11b7 (11b8) wa- in wa-là = δέ in 
μηδέ 5a8, 8b7!? wa- in wa-lä (c) 
in combinations 6° οὖν 4813, 4b9 
wa- | 4417, 4b11, 5b7 fa- | 9423 
(9a24) fa-qad w. perf. = ἔτι δέ 5a8, 
784, 8b4 wa- = μᾶλλον δέ 8a25, 
9b22?, 11a16 (11415) bal «τάχα 
δὲ 6a16 paraphr. aw | 11b10 n.t. 
(c) see also καί/δέ — καί = uév/ó£ 
- μέν 


δεῖ 7b20, 10b19 (100290) wagaba | 


4a2 om. Ar. (in lac.) = δέον 6026 
in hend. haqiqun wa-awla bi- in 
ahaqqu wa-awlä bi- 


detxvuut 9527 bayyana 


417 


δέχομαι 11a15 qabila | 641 qabülun 
= δέχομαι in ἄδεχτος sb18 qabila 

δέω = δέομαι deponent 5a14, 5b27, 
9a20 ihtaga ila = — δεῖ 

δή (a) abs. 5a6 fa- | 7b2 qad w. impf. 
| 10b25* tumma | 4bs, 5bo, 6a1, 
6b4, 6b9, 8a22, 10a4, 10b16, 
11b23 n.t. | 4a3, 4a4, 4a6, 10b14 
om. Ar. (in lac.) (b) δή transl. by 
a hal clause: ὅϑεν δή 7bo wa-hiya 
Nati minha | ὃν δή 8a6 wa-hiya 
lati (c) in combinations καὶ δή 
10825 fa-inna qad nagidu = xoi 
γὰρ δή 1028 fa-inna 

δῆλος = δῆλον 4b21, 10a13 min al- 
bayyini 

δηλόω 6228 dalla ‘ala 

Δημόκριτος 11b22 dymwqryts 

διά (a) w. gen. 4b16, 5b6, 8b14 bi- | 
4a23 fi | {9b8} n.t. = introducing 
the subject of a pass. verb 4a22 
sem. metathesis; pass. Gr. verb 
transl. by an act. Ar. verb = διά 
in διὰ πλείστου 9a7 transl. by 
the accus. of the adv. aktara (b) 
w. accus. 7b21, 9a8, 982912, 9b11, 
9012, 10b19 min gibali w. gen. 
| 5b14 li- | 7b15 n.t. = in διὰ τί 
5b11, 7b7 li- in li-mà = in διό 
9b15 li- in li-dàlika 

διαίρεσις 9a2, 9a6, 9a20 qismatun 

διαιρετός 5a8 mutagazzi’un = τὸ 
διαιρετόν 5a11 at-taqsimu 

διαιρέω 9824 mayyaza --διαιροῦμαι 
med. & pass. 9218 luhhisa pass. 

διαμένω 4b16 baqa un 

διάνοια 5b9 fahmun | 8612 fikrun 

διατίϑημι 6a20 sara lahü 

διαφέρω 8b19 ihtalafa 

διαφορά 6a5, 8b16, 8017, 7 
ihtiläfun | 11a1 mubtalifun | 8bıo 
faslun = 5b2 διαφορά in the MSS 
corr. to µεταφορά in the editions 

διϊκνέομαι 5b13 balaga ila 

διό = διὸ καί 9b15 wa-li-dälika | 
11b7 wa-min qibali dalika | 4a6, 
10a10 om. Ar. (in lac.) 
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διότι 11a14 anna 

διστασμός 1144 gihatani dual 

διώχω 5a24 talaba 

δοκέω 10b22 ra'à = δοκεῖ impers. 
4422 qad yurä fihi | 503 qad yurä 
| 7b19 qad yuzannu bi- -«δόξειεν 
ἄν 6b12, 8a21 gad yuzannu | 
9a26 qad yuzannu bi- | 11b18 
an yuzanna bi- | 7a10 an yaqülü = 
δοχεῖν 8a25 020 yuzannu | 10825 
qad yuzannu bi- = 1ó δοκοῦν 8b4 
ma yuzannu bihi | 10b17 interpr. 
ma yadhulu 5-Sakku fihi 

δυάς 6a25, 601, 11b3 utnüwatun 

δύναμαι 11b8 qadara | 9b11 
qadara ‘ala | 9b8 amkana w. pers. 
pron. and an | 8b14 tahayya'a 
lahü an = un δύνασθαι 8 
sem. metathesis, neg. / affirm. 
transformation ‘agzun ‘an 

δυναμικός 6025 asbahu bi-l-quwa 

δύναμις 7a12, 8419, 10b23 quw- 
watun | in δυναμικός 6b25 
quwwatun δυνάμει 4b14, 1 
bi-quwwatin | 8a10 bi-l-quwwati 


ἐάν 7022 lahü an = in xav (καὶ 
ἐάν) 8b14 in = ἐάν/ξάν 8b19-20 
kana/kana 

ἑαυτοῦ 8b23 dätun = σύμφωνος 
ἑαυτῷ 8a4 morph.; transl. by the 
reflexive sense of form VIII of the 
Ar. verb ittafaqa = — αὑτοῦ 

ἐγγύς w. gen. 8a27 qaribun min 

ἐγώ - ἡμεῖς 4a22 nahnu | 948, 6 
transl. by the attached pron. 

ἐθέλω 11b1 n.t. 

εἰ (a) abs. 4a17, 4a18, 4b2, 4b6, 
4b11, 5a5, 5a28, 5b7, 5b14, 5b20, 
5b26, 7b11, 7b12, 8a20, 8a21, 
8017, 986, 9a18, 10a13, 1141 in 
| 9a23 law | 10a5 ida | {10a16*} 
Ar. read εἴτε, not εἴ γε | 11a20! 
Ar. misread it as Ñ | 11a22! n.t. 
| 10a11* om. Ar. (in lac.) = ei in 
indirect questions (whether) 6a13 
hal | in indirect discourse (that) 


7a11 an w. subj. = 8a2 ei in the 
MSS corr. to tt in the editions 
(b) in combinations εἰ μή 5b1 
illä an = ei μὴ ἄρα 4b10, 6a10 
allahumma illä an | 5b28, 11b19 
illa an | 8a21-22 in lam = ei γὰρ 
καί/ἀλλά 11a13-14 idä/illä anna | 
11b20 fa-inna ... wa-in/fa- = πλὴν 
el 7222-23, 11921 illà an = ὥσπερ 
ἂν εἰ {4b15} ‘ala ma huwa 'alayhi 

εἶδος 408, 8b20, 1044, 10b23 naw'un 
| 8a18, 9a5 suratun | 118421 n.t. 

εἴδω (perf. οἶδα) = τὸ εἰδέναι 9b22 
al-ma‘rifatu | 9424 in hend. al- 
ma’rifatu ... innahü yulamu 

εἰχῇ 7214 bätilan 

εἰκότως 7b10 bi-l-wagibi 

eiut (a) copula 4b18, 5b2, 5b6, 7b16, 
7b21, 8a15!, 8b18, 9a10, 10815 
(10a14) kàna | 8a23 sàra | 4a22, 
6a8, 8023, 1047 transl. by the 
pron. of separation (damir al- 
fasl) hiya | 5b12, 5b18, 7a19, 8a7, 
8425, 9a18, 9a20, 11b12 transl. 
by the copula expressed by the Ar. 
nominal sentence = ù (emended 
from ἢ in the MSS) 8a6* aw = 
in κίνδυνος εἶναι {7b17} sem. 
concentr. hafa (b) neg. copula εἰμί 
w. neg. 4b23, 5a4, 5b8 laysa (c) 
existential uses 4a13 kana | 4b10 
kana wugüduhü | 4b16 wugüdun 
| 6a4 yügadu | 4b6, 9a19 (9a18) in 
hend. kana hahuna | 9b16 waqa‘a 
| 9b23 fihi | 9a15 synt.; expressed 
by the indef. nominal sentence 
with the prep. phrase preceding the 
indef. subject anna fi ... Sinsan = 
ἂν εἴη w. foll. inf. 6a12 lahü an 
w. foll. subj. = 8527 om. Ar. (in 
lac.) (d) part. dv 8a10!?, 8a11!, 
807 mawgüdun = tò ὄν 8b5, 9 
al-mawgüdu = τὰ ὄντα 6b17, 
12a1 al-mawgüdätu | 6a11, 8a9 
al-asyä’u |-mawgüdatu | 11426 
hiya | 11a25 n.t. (e) inf. τὸ εἶναι 
11a18 in hend. takawwunun 
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wa-wugüdun | 8b2 innahü 
mawgüdun | 8215? al-qawlu bi- 
annahü mawğüdun = τὸ τί ἦν 
εἶναι 8022 ma huwa š-šay’u 

εἶμι 5a20 sara 

εἴπερ 5b23 in | 11b9, 11b10 id | 
10b19 law | 7b13, 11b16 n.t. | 
10bo om. Ar. (in lac.) = εἴπερ ὀρέ- 
ει 6a9 sem. metathesis; condi- 
tional / affirm. transformation 
hiya bi-Sahwatin 

εἶπον = εἰπεῖν 4b20, 8b12, 9b23 al- 
qawlu | 9b2 an yuqàla = ὡς εἰπεῖν 
7216, 7a18 matalan | 11b4 bi-l- 
gumlati 

εἰς w. accus. (a) abs. 589, 5a19, 6b12, 
6013132, 6b14, 7b8, 8a3, 8a9, 8a11, 
8a14, 9a3, 10a24, 11b9, 11b26 
(11b27) ila | 5b25! min... ilā | 
9b16 ‘an (after bahtun) and bi- 
(after tasdiqun) | 4a12 ‘ala (after 
ta‘awana) (b) sem. amplif. 9b4 
sulükun | 11a2 qusida bihi | 8b8 
ma yadhulu fi 

εἷς, µία, ἕν 4b7, 5a7, 5a17 wähidun = 
τὸ ἕν 5a26, 5428, 6424, 602, 11b3 
al-wahidu 

εἶτα 6b14 fa- 

eite/eite 4b12-13 immä/aw | 9b11- 
12 immä/wa-immä | 5a17-18 
in/wa-in 

èx w.gen. 6b14, 11b11 min | 749 ‘an | 
11b24 mundu | 8b27 om. Ar. 

ἕκαστος 5a18, 5b4, 7a11, 7a17, 
8b22, 9a10 (9a11), 9a15, 9b18, 
10a2 kullu wahidin min | 8b26 
kullu wahidin | 11a4 wahidun 
wahidun | 7a20* transl. by 
the attached pron. | 10a4 n.t. | 
1081172 om. Ar. (in lac.) 

ἑκάτερος = ἑκάτερα 4412 kullu 
wahidin minhuma/al-àharu | in 
ἑκατέρωϑεν 11a25 ganbatani 
dual 

ἑκατέρωϑεν 11a25 ‘an ganbatayni 
dual 

ἐκεῖνος 544, 7a10 dälika | 5a26 hada 


| 6b19 sem. amplif. sa'iruhà ma 
hala hadihi | 9b13 sem. amplif. 
hada l-qawlu l-äharu | 11414 
transl. by the emphasis expressed 
by the foll. qad yazharu 

ἔχφυσις 10b10 nabätun 

ἔλαφος 10b12 ayyilun 

ἐλάχιστος in τοὐλάχιστον 7a16 
asgaru in asgaru l-umüri 

ἔμμορφος 726 musakkalun | in gloss 
7a8 om. Ar. 

ἐμποιέω 4b3 ahdata fi 

ἔμπροσῦεν 11410 min muqaddami 
w. gen. 

ἐμφαίνω 4b12 awdaha | 11414 
zahara - ἐμφαίνομαι med. 8b14 
zahara li- 

ἔμψυχος 5b2, 7217, 11216 dü nafsin 
| 5b6, 11a17 lahü nafsun 

£v w. dat. (a) 4a17, 4b20, 5a12, 6a4, 
6b16, 6b18, 6b19*, 6b21, 6b27, 
781, 788, 7813, 7817, 74211, 7a22, 
704, 7b15*, 8412, 8b4, 8215, 
8b24, 9a3, 9a13, 9a16, 9a27, 
9b3, οὓς, 9019, 1046, 10812, 
108427 2, 10b4, 10b7, τοῦτο, 
10025, 1185, 11419, 1103, 119123, 
11813, 1181713, 11092513, 1 
fi | 4a18, 40ο, 4b10, 5b6, 8423, 
9a1 wugüduhü fi | 729 (7b10), 
10b20 (10b21!) min | 6b11 ‘inda 
| 10214 ‘ala hali w. gen. | 7a12 
farà ‘ala | 7421’, 8b18, 11b21 n.t. 
| 4a6, 11a11 om. Ar. (in lac.) = in 
êv μέρει 9a2 morph.; transl. by the 
nisba ending -iyyun in guziyyun 
= 10a17 Ar. read μηδέν for μηδ᾽ ἐν 
| 10a18 Ar. read οὐδέν for οὐδ᾽ ἐν 
(b) in compound adj., expressing 
the possession of a quality (LSJ 
Ε.Ι.2) 5b2, 7a17 dü | 5b6 lahü 

ἕν > εἷς 

ἐναντίος 1157 mutadäddun = 
τοὐναντίον 6b18* mutadaddun 
= ἐναντία 11b11, 11b12 asyä’u 
mutadäddatun = (và) ἐναντία 
8a23, 8b5 al-mutadaddatu 


420 GREEK WORD INDEX AND GREEK-ARABIC GLOSSARY 


ἐνδέχομαι = ἐνδέχεται impers. 9821 
yumkinu an | 11a6 ihtamala | 
11b10 kana bihî an = ἐνδεχόμε- 
voc 7b20 mumkinun 

ἕνεχα 1081, 10a28, 10023 li- in la-hü 
| 10b18, 11a1 min qibali w. gen. 
| 10a22, 11b26 min agli w. gen. 
= {7a21} Ar. read Ev ἕκαστον for 
ἕνεκά του 

ἐνεργάζομαι 8013 ahdata li- 

ἐνέργεια 5a7, 5023, 7013, 8411, 4 
filun | 10411 om. Ar. (in lac.) 

ἐνεργέω 10412 fa‘ala 

ἔνϑα 6021 interpr. fi hadihi s-sabili 

ἔνιοι 6b16 ba'dun | τοῦτο ba'du w. 
gen. = ἔνιαι {9a1*} min = ἔνια 
9a18, 10425 asyä’u | 10b14 om. 
Ar. (in lac.) 

ἐνταῦθα 7b6 fi hada l-mawdii | 
1129 n.t. 

ἔντιμος 5 ἐντιμότατος 5b22 fi gayati 
$-Sarafı 

ἐξαίρω 5a9 rafa‘a 

ἔοικα 10626 ahlaqu bi- 

ἐπεί, 4b22 min qibali anna | οὓς fa- 
inna | 7b15, 9b17, 11a3 wa-dälika 
anna 

ἐπειδή 5a15 min gibali anna 

ἐπείπερ 4b19 min qibali anna 

ἐπεισοδιώδης 4414 madhülun 

ἐπί (a) w. gen. 9421, 1148 fi | 
11a2 (11a3) ‘alā = ἐφ᾽ ὧν 
1146 fi-mà (b) w. accus. 7b22, 
9b1o ila | 8a20 fi = ἐφ᾽ ὅσον 
11b9 aydan = ἐπὶ πλέον 8b16 
am'ana 

ἐπιζητέω 5b11 paraphr. fihi mawdi'u 
talabin wa-bahtin 

ἐπιϑεωρέω = ἐπιϑεωροῦμαι pass. 
11513 n.t. 

ἐπιμιμέομαι 111 

ἐπίπεδος = ἐπίπεδον 6426 sathun 

ἐπιποϑέω 8a8 iqtada 

ἐπιπρόσϑησις 10b13 satrun 

ἐπίσταμαι 9a4 waqafa ‘ald = τὸ 
ἐπίστασϑαι 8b16, 9a10 al- 
ma'rifatu | 9a26 ‘ulima 


ἐπιστήμη 6b20 ‘lmun | 8b20, 8b25 
ma‘rifatun 

ἔπω = ἑπόμενα 9a14 lawahiqu 

ἐρύω {5b17} gabara 

ἔρχομαι 6a23 balaga 

ἐρῶ = εἴρηται 6b10 (6b11) wasafa 
= tà εἰρημένα 6b15 transl. by 
the subst. to which it refers - τῶν 
εἰρημένων (?) (10a4*] allati qulnä 

ἔρωδιός 10614 om. Ar. (in lac.) 

ἐσθλός = ἐσθλά 8a27 al-hayrätu 

Ἑστιαῖος {6b10} annahü yatadawalu 

ἔσχατος 9a14 bi-aharatin 

ἕτερος 4b6, 7b23, 10b19, 11b7 
(11b6) äharu | 5a18, 7b21 gayru 
w. gen. | 6a15 sem. metathesis; 
affirm. / neg. transformation laysa 
hada = ἕτερα 7423 asya’u | 6b4, 
10b6 asya’u ubaru| 5b6, 8b17, 
1087, 10b25 gayru w. gen. | 10b15 
om. Ar. (in lac.) 

ἐτήσιος 7b3 as-sanati, foll. in the gen. 
after a subst. 

ἔτι 7b22, 9b25, 10b7, 10b20 
(10b242) aydan | 6bs in context, 
fadlan ‘an an yasra‘t fihi | 10b11 
sem. amplif. acc. to sense: mimma 
yagri aydan hada l-magrä | 5a8, 
7a4, 8b4 n.t., but included in 
wa- transl. ἔτι δέ | 8b6 n.t., but 
included in the foll. elative abda'u 
transl. πλέον παράδοξον | 9b20 
om. Ar. (in lac.) = ἔτι δή 9 
maʻa dälika = ἔτι in οὐκέτι 9b11 
hina’idin 

εὖ = tò εὖ 11a15 al-amru l-afdalu = 
in Εὔρυτος {6a20} salisun 

εὐθύς 6a17 duf'atan 

εὔλογος = εὐλόγως 6b21 wägiban = 
εὐλογώτερος comp. 4b8 al-awlä | 
4a13 sem.; etym. al-awlä fi l-qiyàs 

Εὐριπίδης 8a26 "wrybydys 

Εύρυτος {6a20} sem.; etym. salisu 
l-ğaryi 

εὔσημος 4219 bayyinun 

ἐφάπτω = ἐφάπτομαι med. 6a27 
adraka 
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ἐφεξῆς = τὰ ἐφεξῆς 6a17 sá'iru l- 
asya’i llati tattasilu bi-ha 

ἔφεσις 5414, 5428, 6a9 ta$awwu- 
qun 

ἐφετικός 5b11 dü tasawwugin 

ἔφοδος 10a28 madhabun 

ἔχω (a) (to have) 4b2, 5b4, 8a19, 
9a16, 9b11 li- w. attached pron. 
or subst. | 10b22 sära li- w. gen. 
| 5a24 kana fi w. attached pron. | 
6a5 kana bayna w. attached pron. 
| 11a3 mala ila | 8a21, 10b26, 
11b18 fi w. gen. | 4bo transl. by the 
pron. attached to the subst. being 
possessed tabi‘atuha | 4a5 om. Ar. 
(in lac.) = ἔχω λόγον 10b24 sem. 
concentr. munqasun (b) (to be in a 
state) 5b19 al-halu fihi | 12a2 halu 
w. gen. = ἔχειν οὕτως 10225 
hada l-magrà | 7a1 sem. concentr. 
ka-dälika 


Ζεύς 5b16 Z’ws 

ζητέω (a) transl. by bahata: 5b19, 
8b11, 8013, 9b3, 10817, 3 
(10b24a) bahata ‘an | 8b1 bahata 
| 8615 in hend. al-bahtu wa-t- 
taftisu = τὸ ζητεῖν 8822 al-bahtu 
‘an = in ἀζήτητος 6a3 bahtun | 
in ἐπιζητέω 5b11 in hend. talaba 
wa-bahata (b) transl. by other 
verbs 9b21 talaba | 5a22, 7b19 
igtadä | 7b6 ihtaga ila | 9b23 
iltamasa 

ζήτησις 6b22 (6b21) bahtun 

ζῶ 10b15 om. Ar. (in lac.) 

ζωή 4b3, 5b3, 10a16, 10217 hayätun 

C@ov sbs, 7a22, 7b4, 8a5, 8b27, 
9a14, 1085, 10413, 10a17, 10b7, 
10b18 (10b17), 11a8 hayawanun 


ἤ (a) disjunctive 4b8!, 4b18, sas, 
685, 6a15, 8a5!, 8a13, 9b2, 9b7, 
10a8, 10817, 10819, 11b6 aw | 
10b1, 10b2, 10b10, 10b28 (11414) 
wa- | 9b1 wa-la‘alla | {7b8} in 
(transl. the variant εἰ in the MSS) 


| {10a4*} n.t. | 6b26, 10b14 om. 
Ar. (in lac.) = ἤτου ἢ 8b25-26 
immä/wa-immä -πότερον/ή 

πότερος (b) comparative 5a11,‏ جب 
9a22 min = tovvavtiov ἤ 6b18‏ 
mutadaddani (transl. by the Ar.‏ 
dual)‏ 

ᾗ 10b26* fa- | 10b4* wa-ka-dalika 
(emendation for Ñ in all sources) | 
11b7* aw (emendation for 1| in all 
sources) 

ἤδη 5a14 n.t. 

ἥλιος 7b5 Samsun 

ἡμεῖς - ἐγώ 

ἡμερόβιος = TO ἡμερόβιον 10b15 
om. Ar. (in lac.) 

ἡμέτερος 9b7 la-nà | ob12 transl. by 
the attached pron. w. postpositive 
pers. pron. and nafsun: ...na 
nahnu anfusunà 

Ἡράκλειτος 7215 "r'glyts 

ἠρεμέω 8a1, 10415 sakana = tò 
ἠρεμεῖν 7b16 as-sukünu 

ἠρεμία 5a24, 7b10 sukünun 

ἤτοι (ήτοι) — N 

ἥττων in ἧττον adv. 8216 ‘ala düni 
w. gen. 


ϑάλασσα 5b17 bahrun -θάλαττα 
10bi mä’u I-bahri 

δεῖος 4b15 ilähiyyun = và deta 
όρο (al-asya’u) l-ilahiyyatu = 
ϑειότερος comp. 5410 aSbahu 
bi-llàhi = ϑειότατος superl. 
6a1 ahaqqu l-asya'i bi-annahü 
llähu 

ϑεός 4b15, 7023, 1158٠2 allähu 

ϑέσις 1023 (10a2) wad‘un 

ϑεωρέω 8b11 waqafa ‘ala | obo (9b8) 
adraka = tà ϑεωρούμενα 8022 
al-asya’u Πα tulamu 

θεωρία 9b15, 12a1 nazarun fi | 3 
om. Ar. (in lac.) 

ϑῆλυς 10bo om. Ar. (in lac.) 

ϑιγγάνω 9b15 misäsun 

ϑρίξ τοῦτο Sa‘run 
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ἰδέα 6b13, 10b28 süratun 

ἴδιος 9a20 hässiyyun = ἴδιον 8b22, 
9a16 hàssun = tò ἴδιον 4b21 al- 
amru lladi yahussu = τὰ ἴδια 8b21 
al-asyä’u l-bàssiyyatu = ἰδίᾳ 8526 
hassiyyan 

ἱκανός = ἱκανῶς 9a18 bäligan 
modifying a mafl mutlaq 

ἵππος 6a22 farasun 

ἰσομοιρέω 8a24 kana mu'adilan | 
11b6 mudahin 

ἰσόμοιρος in ἰσομοιρέω 4 
mu‘adilun 

ἰσχυρός -ἰσχυρότερος comp. 5b15, 
6b19 aqwa 

ἴσως 4b13 ahlaqu bi- | 8a3 haliqun 
an | 6a12 fi-mä ahsibu | 6a6 n.t. 


καθά -χαϑάπερ 6a24, 8a12, 803, 
983, 10812, 1008, 10011, 11421 
bi-manzilati (mà) | 4419, 9419, 
10423 ‘alā mà | 6027, 9422, 10827 
Κα-πιᾶ| 742 mitla | 4b3 matalan | 
11b2 n.t. 

καθόλου 9a1, 9a27 kulliyyun | 8b25 
kulliyyan | {8a26} sawäbun = τὰ 
καθόλου 8b20 al-kulliyyatu | 
8b18 al-asya’u I-kulliyyatu | 8b19 
transl. by a pron. 

καὶ (a) (and) 4a14, 4a15, 4a17, 4b4, 
4bs, 4b6, 4b14, 4b20, 5a2, 5a10, 
5811, 581513, 5a17, 5b2, 58952 
5b18, 5b20, 5b22, 50253, 6a3, 
6a8, 6a9, 6a11, 6a14, 6a18, 6a24?, 
602612, 6427, 6612, 602, 60313, 
6b4, 6b20!, 6b23, 60251, 6028. 
7a2!, 7a11, 721253, 7a13, 7a17, 
7a23, 7b2, 7b7, 7b12, 7b14, 7b18, 
7b22, 7b23!, 8a5, 8a9, 8a20, 8a24, 
8b2, 8b3 (8b4), 983, 9811, 9a127, 
9414777, 9a24, 9825, 902 (9b3), 
9bs, 9b15', 9b19, 9025 (9b26!), 
9b26!3, 1084217, 10a3!?, 1085, 
10871, 10a10!, 10a12, 10813, 
10415, 10218, 10422, 10224, 
10b1, 100212, 1063? (10b3- 
41), 10b4, τοῦς, 10b16!, 10b16? 


(10b17), 10b17, 10b20, 10b26!, 
11a2, 1186, 11a7, 11a17 (11a18a), 
11419, 11825, 11a27, 11931, 
11b12, 1241 wa- | in κἄν (καὶ 
ἐάν) 8b14 wa- | καὶ (adding a 
limiting or defining expr.: LS] A 
I2) 8a11 wa-qad w. impf. (hal) | 
705 fa- | 4b11 aw | 5a17! wa- ... 
aydan | 9b17! wa-kadälika | 4a16, 
4b10!73, 5a3, 6819, 6b9?, 7b21, 
8b25, 9a12!, 9a13, 9a27, 9b10, 
10b19, 10b27, 11a1, 11a3, 11a8, 
11a137, 11a20, 11a22, 11b13? 

n.t. | 4a2, 424, 4a6!, 4a8!, 4a8°, 
4410, 6b25, 9b20, 10a10?, 10811, 
10b8, 10b13?, 10081513, 11a11 om. 
Ar. (in lac.) (b) καί (also) 5a4*, 
5823, {5a27}, 50107, 6a1, 6a4, 
6b16, 7a4, 7b23?, 888, 8821, 8b19, 
9216, 9b16, 11b7! aydan | 7a2? 
sem. amplif. wa-ka-dälika yagri 
l-amru | 9467 sem. amplif. wa- 
maʻa dälika aydan | 5b3, 5b4, 5bs, 
5b10!, 5b25!, 6a16, 6a24!, 6b9?, 
7a1, 7a3, 7b10, 846, 806, 8b2o, 
9818, 9b15?, 9b22, 1088, 10a14 
(in κἄν), 10a20, 10b25, 10b26?, 
11a13! n.t. | 10410? om. Ar. in 

lac. (c) καί (even) 6a12, 11b13! 
aydan | 10b12! hattà anna | 7b9 
transl. by the emphasis indicated 
in the inverted Ar. word order 
minha btada’nä bi-l-kalämi | οὓς, 
5b26, 6b20°, 7a10, 7b19, 88251, 
9817, 9b1, 11b6, 11b7?, 11b19 

n.t. | 4467 om. Ar. (in lac.) (d) 

in combinations καὶ/καὶ 4b16, 
7a5, 8b10-11, 10a9-10a10!, 
1184, 11b17, 11b25 -/wa- | 587, 
11b26 wa-/wa- = καὶ ἄλλως/καί. 
9b17-18 -/wa- ... ma'a dalika - 
καὶ/ καὶ/καὶ 6b81?-6bg!, 7a21-22, 
7b4, 9a5-6!, 10b22-23 (10b23a), 
11b3?-41? -/wa-/wa- = καὶ... δέ 
8a23, 10b6, 10b10 wa- | 7a15-16 
wa- ... aydan | 4487 om. Ar. (in 
lac.) = καὶ γὰρ δή 10a7 fa-inna = 
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καὶ δή 10a25 fa-inna qad nagidu 
= xal μᾶλλον 10b21 bal = ἄλλως 
τε/καὶ δή 10a23*—25 first half of 
the construction not recognized as 
such in the transl.; καὶ δή is transl. 
by fa-inna qad nagidu = ei γὰρ 
καί/ἀλλά {11a13?-14} ida/illa 
anna | 11b20 fa-inna ... wa-in/fa- 
= ἄλλος τε/χαί — ἄλλως = ἅμα 
... TE HAL — ἅμα = διὸ καί — Std = 
τε/καί — τε 

καίπερ 506, 7218 wa-in | 5b12 hada 
‘ala anna | 9a17 ‘ala anna 

καίτοι 1049, 11b2 hada ‘ala anna 

κακός = TO κακόν 11420 (11419) 
ar-radru = comp. — χείρων 

κάλλιστος — καλός 

καλλίων — καλός 

καλός = καλλίων comp. 5027 afdalu 
-άλλιστος superl. 7a15 agallu 
= XAOS in καλῶς ἔτυχεν 11425 
‘ala ma yanbagi 

κἄν (καὶ ἄν) 10a14 n.t. = (καὶ ἐάν) 
8b14 wa-in | 11418 n.t. 

καρδία 11a11 om. Ar. (in lac.) 

καρπός 7b4 tamarun 

κατά (a) w. gen. 8b2, 8023 fi (b) 
w. accus.; transl. by fi: 4b7, 4b8 
(bis), 4b22, 5b22, 5b23, 6b14, 
784, 7216, 8216, 1084 fi | κατά 
in καθ’ ἕχαστον 8022, 8b26, 
9215, 9b18 fi in fi kulli wahidin 
| 11b4 n.t. | 446, 10411 om. Ar. 
(in lac.) = transl. by ‘ala: 8a19, 
10814, 10b20, 11a4 ‘ala | κατά 
in καθάπερ 4a19 ‘ala | 8213 
‘ala hasabi w. gen. | 8b23 ‘ala 
tariqi w. gen. = transl. by bi-: 
5b1, 9a2, 9a7, 9a21 bi- | κατά 
in nað ξαυτά 8b23 bi- in bi- 
datiha | 4b12, 6a9 bi-tariqi w. 
gen. | 4b13 bi-tariqin min | 7a6 
farà bi-hasabihi = 5a4 min = 
distributive use of the prep. transl. 
by li- in the sense of “to have”: 
τὸ καθ’ Exaotov (sc. κινοῦν) 
5a18 li-kulli wahidin minha 


muharrikun = in the sense of 
"concerning," (LSJ B.IV.2) 5a21 
n.t. (c) in expr.: κατὰ συμβεβηκός 
5b24 'aradun = và κατὰ 9b25 
sem. concentr. amru w. gen. (d) 
in compounds: emphatic sense of 
κατά in καταχολουϑέω (LSJ E.5) 
11b16 lazima 

κατακολουθέω 11b16 in hend. 
lazima wa-tabi‘a 

κατάλοιπος 9b27 baqiya 

καταπαύω -καταπαύομαι 6423 
‘attala 

χαταριϑμέω in προσκαταριϑμέω 
8b; fi ‘idadi w. gen. 

nev 5b17 n.t. 

κενός = xevov 6b1 hala’un 

κέρας 10b11 qarnun 

κίνδυνος in κίνδυνός ἐστι {7b17} 
hafa 

κινέω 5a5*, 7b21 harraka = κινοῦμαι 
med. 10a12 taharraka = to 
χινεῖσϑαι 10a9 al-harakatu = 
πινεῖσθαι {4b23} harakatun = 
κινοῦν act. part. 5a17, 7b16'*, 
7b16?, 7b20, 10a1 muharrikun 
= xıvoVuevog med./pass. part. 
5a5 taharrukun = và κινούμενα 
5b2 al-asya’u l-mutaharri- 
katu 

χίνησις 4b4, 4b20, 4b22, 5a5, 5825, 
5b3, 6a13, 7b12, 7b14, 10a20, 
10b12 harakatun 

κινητός 5b12, 9812 mutaharrikun 
| in ἀκίνητος 4b22 mutaharri- 
kun 

κοιλία 11a11 om. Ar. (in lac.) 

κοινός 9427 ‘Ammiyyun = κοινῇ 
8b25 ‘ammiyyan 

κοινωνία 4a10 om. Ar. (in lac.) 

κόσμος 6b8 “älamun | 11a13 zinatun 
| 7a15 al-umüru 

χρᾶσις 11a12 om. Ar. (in lac.) 

κρείττων 4b6 asaddu fadlan | σαι, 
5a9, 5b8 afdalu 

κυκλικός 543, 5415, 5b7, 5011, 5b23, 
5b24 dawriyyun 
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κυκλοφορία 5b28 al-harakatu d- 
dawriyyatu 

κύριος in κυριώτατος 405 hatarun 
| 1037 qadrun -κυριώτατος 
superl. 405 a‘zamu hataran = và 
κυριώτατα 10a7 al-umüru llati 
hiya agallu qadran 

κωλύω 6a11 mana'a = κωλύομαι 
med. 5b28 imtana‘a min 


λαμβάνω 843, 9427, 9b9 ahada | 
10b28 qabila | 8a20 fahima | 11a2 
waqafa ‘ala | 4b14 idräkun | 11b22 
i‘taqada | 7a16 ista‘mala n-nazara 
| 11b25 n.t. | 10b16 om. Ar. (in 
lac.) 

λέγω 4b7, 5b1, 6a21, 8a26, 8b2, 
10424, 11b24 qala | 5427 (54260), 
9a22 0312 bi- | 5ag (5a8), 10a1 
(9b27), 11b14 dakara = λέγων 
act. part. 5a13 man gäla bi- | 
6a4 al-qà'ilu bi- | 11422 alladina 
takallamt = Aeyóuevoc pass. part. 
8b25 (8b24b), obı alladi yuqalu 
| 11a4 ida qila = tò λεχϑέν 7023 
al-qawlu 

λευχός = τὰ λευκά 8b3 al-a$ya'u 
]-bidu 

λόγος 4423, 7212, 8414 nisbatun | 
536, 5a14, 8a27, 10b26 qawlun 
| 5a12 martabatun | 5a22, 6a15, 
7b9, 8a8 kalàmun | 9b21, 9b22 
huggatun | 7a20 haddun = λόγος 
{πλογώδης 7b18 nutqun | in 
ἀστρολογία 9b27, 10a5 sina'atun 
-ἔχω λόγον 10b25 sem. concentr. 
munqasun 

λογώδης 7b18 dü nutgin 

λοιπός λοιπόν 5a1 alladi baqiya 
| 5b18 baqiya = αἱ λοιπαὶ (sc. 
μέθοδοι) 6b22 s@iru s-subuli 
| (sc. ἐπιστῆμαι) 7a1 sä’iru l- 
*ulümi = τὰ λοιπά 6b4 sä’iru ]- 
a$ya'i 

λύω -λύομαι med. 5a4 infasaha 

λωβάομµαι --λελωβημένος pass. part. 
10b12 ta'addà 


μάθημα = tà µαθήµατα 9a17 at- 
ta‘alimu 

μαθηματικός = αἱ µαθημµατικαί (sc. 
ἐπιστῆμαι) 743 at-ta‘alimu = τὰ 
μαθηματικά 4418, 9416, 11520 
at-ta‘alimu | 6bo (al-asyä’u) t- 
ta‘alimiyyatu 

μακρός 11a27 bà'ada katiran 

μάλα (a) comp. μᾶλλον 5a10 awlà = 
μᾶλλον δέ 8a24, 9b22, 11a15 bal 
= xal μᾶλλον 10b21 bal (b) superl. 
μάλιστα 9b19, 10a10 hassatan | 
10b16 (10b17) abassu bi- | 5bo, 
11b17 awlà bi- | 6b26 morph.; 
transl. the elative form in the hend. 
ahaqqu wa-awlà bi- = μάλιστα 
in ὅ τι μάλιστα 8a4 fi gayat in fi 
gayati ma yumkinu an yaküna 
‘alayhi 

μαστός 10b8 tadyun 

μάταιος 10b8 bätilun 

μάτην 10a22 bätilun 

μέγας 9b17 ‘azimu 1-‘gana’i = comp. 
μείζων 5a21 agallu | 7b18 (7b19) 
a‘zamu | 4a9 om. Ar. (in lac.) 
= superl. μέγιστος 702, 6 
a‘zamu w. gen. | 9b19 agallu 
w. gen. = (TO) μέγιστον 9a11 
malakun 

μέγεϑος 9b26 miqdarun | 10b11 
‘azimun 

µεδθίστηµι --µεδίσταμαι pass. 10b6 
(10b5) tanaqqulun w. min 

μέθοδος 6b18 sabilun 

μείζων — μέγας 

μέλας = μέλανα 804 al-asyä’u s- 
südu 

μέλλω in μέλλον 8b7 morph.; transl. 
by the future sense of the impf., 
yakünu mawgüdan 

μέν/δέ (a) 4415, 4a18-4b6, 6a28- 
6b2, 6b21, 7a11-13, 7b11-12, 
8410, 8b2-3, 8b12-13, 941-2, 
9b6—7, 9b7, 10a26, 11a5-7 -/wa- 
(b) 5a6-13, 6a2-5, 7b6-9 fa- 
ammä ... fa-/wa-ammä ... fa- (c) 
8b8-9, 11b23-24 -/fa-ammä ... 
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fa- (d) 11b18-19 immä/wa-immä 
(e) 8411-12, 8a14-15, 1026 -/illà 
anna (f) 6014-15 -/lakin (g) in 
combinations μέν/δέ/δέ 6a21- 
22, 726-7, 9a8-9 -/wa-/wa- = 
μὲν οὖν/δέ 6b11-15 fa-ammä 
... fa-/wa- | 9b8-10 fa-ammä ... 
fa-/fa-amma ... fa- | 11a25-27 -/ 
fa-ammä ... fa- | {4b16-17} wa- 
... là (for οὐ; see note)/wa-aydan = 
μὲν οὖν/δέ/δέ 7α6--7 fa-/wa-/wa- 
= wév/xat ... δέ 1064-6, 10b7-10 
-/wa- 

μερίς 5a10 (5a9) martabatun 

μερισμός 8a9 qismatun 

µεριστός = TO μεριστόν 5411 at- 
tagazzu'u = τὰ µεριστά 8a6 al- 
a$ya'u l-$uz'iyyatu 

μέρος 5b20!, 56212, 7a11 guz’un | 
µέρος in τὸ ἀμερές 8a3 guz'un in 
mà là guz’a lahü | (10a4*] n.t. = ἐν 
μέρει 9a2 guz'iyyun 

μέσος 11411 om. Ar. (in lac.) = τὸ 
μέσον 5b12, 11424 al-wasatu | 
11412 om. Ar. (in lac.) 

μετά w. gen. 5b1 maʻa = w. accus. 
5013, 6b19, 7a3 ba'da | 

μεταβαίνω obio taraqqà 

μετάβασις 708, 8a15 nuglatun 

µεταβολή 5b26 intigälun | 
tagayyurun | 10b3, τοῦς, 11514 
tagyirun | 4a5 om. Ar. (in lac.) 

μεταδίδωμι 1147 afada 

μεταδιώκω 9a11 bahata ‘an 

µεταφορά 5b2 Ar. read — διαφορά 
in its source 

µέχρι 5a5, 6a18, 6a23, 6b10, 6b15, 
707, 9414, 9b8 ilā = obo intaha ila 

μή 4a14, 5218, 5b1, 8015, 9b11 là | 
μή in μηδέ 5a8, 86752 lā in wa-lä 
| 4b2, 8a17, 8b14, 10213, 1181, 
11b20 lam | 5a8, 6a18, 7b20, 
8b7, 10a25, 10b24 laysa | 7b17, 
8a10 gayru w. gen. | 10b9 om. Ar. 
(in lac.) = μὴ εἶναι 544 laysa = εἰ 
μὴ ἄρα 4b10, 6a10 allahumma 
illa an | 5b28!, 11b19 illa an 


| 8a21 in lam = uh δύνασϑαι 
5b28? sem. metathesis; neg. / 
affirm. transformation ‘agzun 
'an 

μηδέ 5a8, 8672 wa-là | 10217 Ar. 
read μηδέν for μηδ᾽ ἐν 

μηδείς 6a5 là ... aslan | 7413 là ... 
šay'un | 10a22 laysa Say'un 

μηϑείς — μηδείς 

μήτε/μήτε/μήτε 8017-1812 là/wa- 
là/wa-là 

μηχανάομαι 4a21 sem. metathesis; 
pass. / act. transformation ihtara‘a 

µία — eic 

μικρός 6a5 yasirun = comp. — ἥττων 

μιμέομαι 7a5 taqayyala | 8a1 igtadä 
bi- 

μίμησις 5a25 taqayyulun 

μνεία = ποιοῦμαι μνείαν 6b5 dakara 

μόνος = μόνον adv. 6a28, 6b11, 
11420 faqat | 4418, 6b16, 6b17, 
747 innamä ... faqat | 5b11 düna 
gayrihi | 5b22 n.t. 

μορφή 7a23, 889, 10b22 (100224). 
11922 süratun | in μορφοῦμαι 
8a13 güratun | in ἀμορφία 1154 
süratun | 7212 Saklun | 4422 
Sabahun 

μορφόω in ἄμορφος 6b24 (6b23) 
Sakkala = μορφοῦμαι pass. 8a13 
qabülu s-sürati -μεμορφωμένος 
6b26 om. Ar. (in lac.) 

μουσική 742 müsiqà 


νοητός 608, 9412 ma'qülun | 446 
om. Ar. (in lac.) = τὰ νοητά 4419, 
9b4 al-asyä’u l-ma'qülatu | 4411 
om. Ar. (in lac.) 

νομίζω 4a9 om. Ar. (in lac.) 

νοῦς 7023, 9b14 ‘aqlun 

νῦν 10a20 (10a19) in context hada 
| 5b21, 6a23 in context nagidu 
(wagada) 


Ξενοκράτης 6b7 ks'nwqr'tys 
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ὃ, fj, τό the following entries do not [τὸ dei 11a7 ad-dawamu | τὸ 


include all the occurrences of the 
article but are representative of 
its various uses, as translated 

by the Ar. (a) in its pronominal 
uses, the Gr. article is transl. by a 
corresponding Ar. pron. or subst. 
= oi masc. pl. 5a13' man | 7a6b, 
747’ ba‘dun | 6b15 ba‘du n-näsi 
| 6a23 mina n-nasi | 6a24, 8b6 
qawmun | 9b21, 11222 

| 6b6 (οἱ περί), 11a27 &i'at w. 
gen. --τὰς 4216 tilka | ὃ 1048 
hada = tó 8b24! alladi | τά 9a15, 
{10442} allati= with ὁ uév/ó δέ 
8a10 ahaduhuma/al-aharu | 9b6- 
7, 9b7 dalika/hada = with và 
μὲν/τὰ δὲ/(τὰ δέ) 4215, 6 
ba‘duha/wa-ba‘duha | 6a28- 

602 ba‘du l-asyä’i/wa-ba‘duhä | 
8b12-13 a’ya’u/wa-asya’u | 9a8-9 
ba‘du l-umüri/wa-ba‘duhä/ wa- 
ba‘duha = substituted in Ar. with 
the noun to which it refers: (sc. 
κίνησις) 5a3 al-haraka | 6 (sc. 
λόγος) 5a22 kalämun | τάς (sc. 
ἀρχάς) 7a7 al-mabadi’u | τάς (sc. 
πραγματείας) 9b20!? “lmun | 
7a7, 7a8 om. Ar. = in attributive 
position preceding an adj., transl. 
by a relative clause in Ar.: ὄρεξις Å 
ἀρίστη 5a20 hadihi $-Sahwatu 
lati hiya afdalu 5-Sahawäti = 
interpr.; demonstr. as possessive, 
transl. by attached pron.: τὰς 
ἀρχάς 7a19 mabädi’uhä | τῇ 
περιφορᾷ 10a14 harakatuha 

(b) the Gr. article in its function 
as subst. maker is transl. either 
(b1) by the Ar. article, or (b2) 

by a generic Ar. subst. or pron. 
(ma, Say’un, amrun), or (b3) by 
an Ar. nominal clause introduced 
by an or anna, or (b4) by an Ar. 
subst. add. acc. to sense in context 
(b1) transl. by the Ar. article: to 
in τὸ ἄριστον 11a6 al-afdalu 


τεταγμένον 1147 an-nizàmu | 

τὸ ἀγαϑόν 11a19 al-gayyidu | τὸ 
κακόν 11a20 ar-radru | τὸ τίμιον 
11423 a8-Sarifu | τὸ ἕν 11b3 al- 
wahidu | τὸ ἄπειρον 11b3 al- 
hurügu ‘ani t-tanahi | τὸ ἄτακτον 
11b4 al-hurügu ‘ani n-nizami | τὸ 
ἀποδοῦναι 4017 al-wafa'u = vá in 
τὰ ἐναντία 805 al-mutadaddatu | 
τὰ πρῶτα 6b11, 9812, 1081, 1086, 
11513 al-awä’ilu | τὰ μαθηματικά 
11920 at-ta‘alimu (52) transl. 

by an Ar. generic subst. or pron. 

= transl. by mà: τό/τά 5a13?, 

5b4, τό 5b26!, 6b19, 7a3, 701, 
9813, 9814”, 10b16, 11817, 11a21, 
11914 ma; examples: τὸ χεῖρον 
708 ma huwa ahassu | τὸ ἀμερές 
8a3 ma là guz’a lahü | τὸ μὴ ὄν 
8b6 mà laysa bi-mawgüdin | τὸ 
ἄψυχον 11417 mà là nafsa lahü 

| tO μὴ ὑπακοῦον 11a15 mà là 

yu ati | τὸ ἕνεκά tov 11b26 mà 
huwa min agli Say’in | τὸ τί ἦν 
εἶναι 8022 ma huwa $-áay'u = 
transl. by Say’un: τά 4a16, 4a16- 
17, 4819, 4320, 4b3, 4b14, 4019, 
4b23, 5a15, 6a17, 6a28, 8a6, 8b22, 
9412, 9b1, 1044, 10b7, 11b18 
al-asyä’u | τὰ τοιάδε 8a8, 1143 
hadihi l-aSya’u | τὸ ὑποκείμενον 
gag aS-Say’u l-mawdü'u = transl. 
by amrun: τὸ ἄριστον 11a2, 1199 
al-amru l-afdalu | τὸ βέλτιον 
11a9, 11b27 al-amru l-afdalu | 

τὸ εὖ 11215 al-amru l-afdalu | 
τοὐλάχιστον 7a16 asgaru l-umüri 
| to ἐν μέρει 9a2 al-umüru l- 
guziyyatu | τὸ περὶ τῆς ἠρεμίας 
7b10 amru s-suküni | τὰ οὐράνια 
108271 al-umüru s-samäwiyyatu 

| τὰ ἄριστα 6a4 afadilu l-umüri | 
τὰ τιμιώτατα 6b27 (6028) asrafu 
l-umüri | τὰ τοιαῦτα 9b14 ašbāhu 
hadihi mina l-umüri | τὰ περί 
τὰς ὥρας 703 amru l-awgäti | τὰ 
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περὶ τὴν γῆν 10a27? al-umüru 
l-ardiyyatu | τὰ κατὰ τὰς φοράς 
9b25 amru harakätihä (b3) transl. 
by a nominal clause introduced by 
an or anna: τὸ περιϑεῖναι 7a20 
an nagma‘a | τὸ (sc. κινεῖσθαι) 
5a18 an taküna tataharraku = 
τὸ ἀνήνυτον 5a16 annahä là 
tafturu | 10a22 τὸ πάντα (sc. 
εἶναι) καὶ (τὸ) μηδὲν (sc. εἶναι) 
10422 annahä takünu wa-annahü 
laysa | τὸ μὴ ἔχειν 10624 annahü 
laysa | τὸ (sc. εἶναι) 11a10 annaha 
Suilat = τὸ περὶ τὴν τοῦ μέσου 
χώραν 11424 n.t. | τὰ τῆς φύσεως 
4411 om. Ar. (in lac.) (54) transl. 
by a subst. add. acc. to sense in 
context: τά 5b11, 5b12, 5b21 al- 
agsamu | τό 8b15 mawdi'un | τό 
5a4 al-qawlu bi-annahü 

ὅδε demonstr. pron. 634221” hada | 
8b8 hada l-amru | 6421 hada l- 
mušāru ilayhi | 8a17 hada -say'u 
l-mušāru ilayhi = 10b12 ba‘du 
w. gen. = 6a5 paraphr. mà ana 
qa'iluhü 

6805 9b4 tariqun 

ὅϑεν 7bo hiya llati minha 

οἰκεῖος 9a11 mulà'imun | 10410 
in hend. mulä’imun wa-hässun 
| 5a22* anisa ilā = οἰκειότερος 
comp. 9a21 alyaqu = οἰκειότατος 
superl. 6b28 awlä wa-ahaqqu bi- - 

οἴομαι 10a8 zanna 

οἷος (a) as relative to a demonstr. 
(LSJ II.1) 11b22 mà (b) able to 
do (LSJ III.2) oióc te w. inf. 4b2* 
amkana = οἷόν τε 8b5, 9a27, 11b5 
amkana an | 11a8 amkana (c) 
adv. (LSJ V) οἷον 4a14, 5a6, 5b21, 
5b24, 6a2, 6b20, 6b25, 7a9, 7b5, 
8b8, 9b15, 11b6 ka-anna | 4a21, 
8b26, 10a15 (10a16) bi-manzilati 
w. gen. or ma | 6b1, 6b2, 11b14 
mitla | 9b20 mitäluhü | 9a12, 11a9 
mitalu dalika | 11a20 n.t. | 4a10 
om. Ar. (in lac.) 


οἰσοφάγος 11410 marr'un 

ὀλίγος 11a16 qalilun | 1056, 9 
yasirun | 7a2* Säddun | {4b9} 
katirun | 10b15 om. Ar. (in lac.) 

ὅλος 7a11, 8a6, 8a23, 11422, 11011 
bi-asrihī = tò ὅλον subst. 10b28, 
11bs al-kullu = to ὅλον αάν. 
11418 bi-l-gumlati | 448 om. Ar. 
(in lac.) = ὅλως 4a20, 8a19, 8b24, 
10b3, 10b10, 11bs bi-l-Sumlati 

“Ouneos 5b15 Umirüs 

ὄμμα 10b13 ‘aynun 

ὁμογενής 9a17 min ginsin wahidin 

ὅμοιος 801, 8b3 mutasabihun | 
in ὁμοίως 744 mitälun | {6a4} 
ma‘an wa-hiya llati (Ar. misread 
ὅμοια as ἅμα ἃ) = ὁμοίως 5a26, 
608, 843, 903 (9b4) ‘ala mitälin 
wahidin | 744, 7416 ‘ala hada l- 
mitäli | 11a8 n.t. 

ὁμοιότης 5b1 Sabahun | 8420 
musSäkalatun 

ὁμοίωσις 4b13 tasbihun 

ὁμός in ὁμογενής 9a17 wähidun in 
min ginsin wahidin 

ὁμώνυμος 10813, 10815 samiyyun 

ὅμως 5b6, 8b14 illà anna 

öv — εἰμί 

ὅπου 11a8 haytu 

ὅπως 8a4 ‘ala anna 

ὁρατός 9a23 mubsarun 

ὄργανον 7as alatun 

ὀρέγω = ὀρέγομαι med. 11a6 
taSawwaga ila | 6a10 ta$awwuqun 
-ὀρέγομαι, as implied in ἕκαστον 
(sc. τῶν ὀρεκτῶν) 5b4 istaha = 
τὰ ὀρεγόμενα 8aı (al-asyä’u) l- 
mutaSawwigatu 

ὀρεκτός 5a2 mutaSSawaqun ilayhi 

ὄρεξις 5420, 5824, 5b4, 5b10, 6a9, 
11a14 Sahwatun | 6a12 Sawqun 

ὁρίζω = ὁρίζομαι pass. 6b27, 6b28 
tahdidun --ὠρισμένος 7a17, 
10b21 (10b22) mahdüdun | 4a6 
om. Ar. (in lac.) 

ὁριστός in ἀόριστον 8a18 haddun in 
hurügun ‘ani l-haddi 
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ὁρμή 11b27 harakatun 

ὄρος 9b20, 11a2, 11b25 haddun | 
in ἀοριστία 11420 haddun in 
hurügun ‘ani l-haddi 

ὃς, ἤ, ὅ (a) demonstr. pron. 2 
dälika | in διό 9b15 dälika in 
li-dalika (b) relative pron. 5a17, 
5b10, 5b16, 826 alladi | 7b21 aš- 
Say'u lladi | 6 in ὅϑεν 7bo alladi 
= 9a21, 9b23, 1146, 11b24 mà | 
ἅ in καϑάπερ 4219 mà = 4b16, 
5a3, 5b4, 7b4, 11b3 pron. attached 
to a prep. = du ἧς 8014 bi-I-fikri 
(transl. by the noun to which it 
refers) = 9a1* n.t. 

ὅσος 942 qadrun | 9b27 mà = ὅσον 
adv. 6a27 bi-qadri mà = ἐφ᾽ ὅσον 
11b10 aydan = ὅσα 11213 kullu 
mà = ὅσοι 9b24, 11b8 alladina 
| ὅσοι λέγουσιν 52a26!? morph.; 
transl. by the act. part. al-qa'ilüna 
= 6b25 om. Ar. (in lac.) 

ὅσπερ 4b5 huwa lladi | 6a19 wa- 
huwa ma | {7a5} fa-inna 

ὅστις — ὅτι 

ὅταν 9b10, 10812 ida 

ὅτι 801, 802 li-mä = Ö τι μάλιστα 
8a4 fi gayati ma yumkinu an 
yaküna ‘alayhi 

ὅτι 809, 10a13, 11a5 anna | 6a28 
inna after qala | 9b23 qawlun | 
11412 om. Ar. (in lac.) 

οὐ (οὐκ, οὐχ) 5a24, 5b13, 6b10, 
7b18, 8b1, 8b23, 9b15, 9b23, 
1086, 1122, 11a15 là | 4b2, 5b20, 
7b17, 8a1, 8a3, 8a26, 805, 8b16, 
9a27, 9b2, 10a8, 1089, 10a23, 
10b6, 11b5 laysa | 5a22, 7b13 
lam | 8a2* wugüdun (transl. 
the MS reading οὖσιν) | 11a20' 
understood as οὗ, hada, in Ar. 
| 5022 n.t. | 447, 10b15 om. Ar. 
(in lac.) = οὐ w. εἰμί 4b23, 8 
laysa = in 0068 6bs, 6b6, 9b24, 
11a15, 11b7 (11b8) là in wa-là - 
in οὐχέτι 9b11 lam = in double 
neg., 00/0068 8a16-17 lam 


οὐδαμοῦ 11a9 fi mawdi'in mina l- 
mawadi'i w. neg. 

οὐδέ 6bs, 6b6, 801, 9b24, 11415, 
11b7 (11b8) wa-là | 4b4 laysa 
| 11b10 1a... aslan | 10218 Ar. 
read οὐδέν for οὐδ᾽ ἐν = οὐδέ in 
οὐϑαμῶς 5a21 laysa = in double 
neg. οὐ/οὐδέ 8a16-17 lam 

οὐδείς/οὐϑείς 6b6 ahadun w. neg. | 
10b18 laysa áay'un | 4423 laysa 
qà'imun (see note to the Ar. 
transl.) | 6a11 laysa mani‘un | 
5012 sem., etym. laysa ... wa-là 
wahidun | 6b5 lam... aslan | 4811 
om. Ar. (in lac.) - οὐδέν 8a15, 802 
laysa 

οὐθαμῶς 5220 laysa ... bi-waghin 
mina l-wugühi 

οὐϑείς — οὐδείς 

οὐκέτι 9b11 lam ... hina idin 

οὖν 5a25, 726, 1085, 10816 fa- | 
6a15, 11a25 n.t. = in δ᾽ οὖν > 
δέ = in μὲν οὖν — μέν 

οὐράνιος = TH οὐράνια 104158, 
11019 al-agramu s-samäwiyyatu | 
10427 al-umüru s-samäwiyyatu 

οὐρανός 5b20, 6a7, 6a14, 6b3, 6b4, 
7a11, 8a6, 9b24, 10814, 10418 
samä’un | 10410 om. Ar. (in lac.) 

οὐσία 4413, 4b6, 5a8, 647, 7a10, 
8a13, 8a23, 8021, 9a5, 1083, 
10a14, 11a22, 11b11, 11b26 
gawharun | 10a11 om. Ar. (in lac.) 

οὔτε/οὔτε 4a19-20 laysa/wa-lä | 
11b15 lam/wa-la 

οὗτος demonstr. pron. 4b21, 5b20, 
όα15 2, 6219, 607, 6b17, 8821, 
8019, 981, 986, 9413, 901, 7 
(9b16), 10b7, 10b18, 10024: 
10b27, 11a1, 11b23, 11b27 hada | 
in οὕτως 4b17 hada | in τοιοῦτος 
4b18 hada | 4b20 sem. amplif. 
hada l-amru | 642, 6214, 7b5 sem. 
amplif. hada l-ma'nà | 4211 sem. 
amplif. hada 1-gawharu | 546 sem. 
amplif. hada l-mawdi'u = 5413, 
5b14, 6a3, 9a25, 10025, 1105, 
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11b20 dälika | in οὕτως 4417 
dalika = 4b7 fihi, 9b27 ‘alayhim, 
11b21 aktaruha: transl. by the 
attached pron. = 6b13, 6b14, 6 
transl. by the subst. to which it 
refers = 5b10 sem.amplif. ma ana 
q@iluht ... a‘ni=7b15, 10b23 n.t. 

οὕτω, -c 7a2, 8a14 ka-dalika | 4a17 
kana l-amru ka-dälika | 4b17 ‘ala 
hada l-waghi | 5a10 ‘ala hada n- 
nahwi | 9a4, 11a14 gara hada l- 
magra | 10426 hada in gara hada 
l-magrä 

ὀχεύω 10b15 om. Ar. (in lac.) 


πάλιν = πάλιν αὖ 7a20 aydan 

παντοῖος 7b1 in hend. aharu 
gayruht | 4a5 om. Ar. (in lac.) 

παρά w. gen. 5b27 min = w. accus. 
9a6 harigun ‘an | 10b14 om. Ar. 
(in lac.) 

παράδειγµα 702 dalilun 

παράδοξος -τὸ παράδοξον 
806 in hend. badr'u $-Sanä’ati 
= 71000605012006 comp. 8b4 
abda‘u 

παραιώρησις 10b13 istiglalun 

παραλείπω 6a27 amsaka ‘an | 11a9 
qasara 

παρόμοιος 10b6 nazirun 

πᾶς 7a7, 8b21, 11b20 kullu w. gen. 
| 10a9 bi-asrihi | 4413, 11b4 n.t. 
= tO πᾶν 4414, 4321, 8a23, 808, 
10a16 al-kullu | πᾶν in τὸ σύμπαν 
1083 al-kullu --πάντα 4015, 547, 
1143 gami'u l-asyä’i | 8011, 802, 
10422, 1199 al-asya’u kulluhä | 
5818, 801” kulluhä | 6aı al-umüru 
kulluha 

πάσχω = τὸ πάσχειν 5b6, 7b22 al- 
infi'alu 

παύω -παύομαι med. 6a8 sukünun 
| 6218 in hend. inqata'a wa-nhalla 
| in ἄπαυστος 5a4 tafattara 

πείϑω = πείϑομαι, πέποιϑα in 
πιστός 10b27 watiqa bi- 

πειράω = πειρῶμαι med. 4b7, 9 


rama (or rama an yubayyina? see 
note) | 4b12, 9a24, 11b24 iltamasa 

περ — εἴπερ, ἐπείπερ, καίπερ, 
ὅσπερ 

πέρας in ἄπειρον 9b4 nihayatun | 
1193 tanähin 

περί (a) w. gen. 5314, 6b4, 11422 fi | 
6b10 ‘inda | 11b23 ‘an (following 
bahata) | τὸ περί 7b10 amru w. 
gen. | title* om. Ar. (in lac.) (b) 
w. accus. 6b8, 6b17, 7b1, 9b16, 
11a24 fi | 11b14 min | 10b17 
amru w. gen. | τὰ περί 7b3 amru 
w. gen. | 5b12 waliya | 9b20?? n.t. 
= nEQL- in περιτίϑημι 4423 wasf = 
οἱ περί 6b6 &r'at w. gen. = περὶ τὴν 
γῆν 10a28a transl. by the nisba 
ending -iyyun in ardiyyun 

περιεργία 8a22 fudülun 

περίοδος 7a13 dawrun 

περιτίϑημι 4423 wada'a wasfan | 607 
ga‘ala | 7a20 gama‘a 

περιττός 4b10 za'idun 

περιφορά 5025, 647, 10a14, 10416, 
10b28 harakatun 

πέφυχα — qvo 

πιστικός -πιστικοτέρως 4018 
aqrabu ila t-tasdiqi 

πίστις 9b17 tasdiqun bi- 

πιστός 10b27 ma yagibu an yütaqa 
bihi 

Πλάτων 6b11, 11a27 Aflätun 

πλεῖστος = πλεῖστον adv. 9a8 katiran 
= 610, πλείστου 9a7 aktara mà 

πλείων 4b11, 6b4, 8b18, 10a28 
(10a27), 11a16 katirun | 5a15, 
5a19 aktaru min wahidin| 5a14 
ablagu = πλέον 8a25, 11b21 
aktaru | 8b6 morph.; transl. by 
the comp. degree in the foll. elative 
abda‘u = τὸ πλέον 7b8 al-aktaru 
= \elova. 8b24 asya’u katiratun = 
ἐπὶ πλέον 8b16 am‘ana 

πλεονάκις 10424 fi mawadi‘a 
katiratin 

πλεοναχῶς 9a10 ‘ala wugthin 
katiratin | 9b1 min gihatin Satta 
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πλῆϑος 5a21 katratun | 11419 
‘adadun 

πλήν conj. 606, 7a2* mà hala | 6a27 
illà anna | {8a3} fa-inna = πλὴν εἰ 
7a22, 11b21 illà an 

πόϑεν 10424 min ayyi l-umüri layta 
Siri 

ποιέω 5a7, 9b19, 10025, 11424 
(11a23) ga‘ala | 1192 wada‘a | 
6a25 gäla bi- | in ποιητός 943 
‘amila | {6a20} sem. amplif. filuhü 
an yağ ala mà yag‘aluht = τὸ 
ποιεῖν 7021 al-filu --ποιοῦμαι 
med. 703 ga‘ala = ποιοῦμαι 
μνείαν 6bs sem. concentr. dakara 

ποιητός 9a3 (al-asya’u lati) tu malu 

ποικιλία {7b1} Ar. transl. ποικίλος 
instead 

ποιχίλος {7b1*} in hend. katirun 
muhtalifun 

ποῖος interr. 4418, 10a25 ayyu w. foll. 
gen. | 5a15 ayyu ὅαγ 1η | 6023 ayyu 
l-asyä’i | 442 om. Ar. (in lac.) 

ποιός 8a18 kayfa 

πόλις 8a5 madinatun 

πολλαχῶς 809 ‘ala anha’in Satta 

πολύς 11214 (11815), 11a19 katirun 
= πολλῷ dat. of manner, w. comp. 
8425, 11416 katiran = 0 
11b13 asyä’u katiratun | in 
πολλαχῶς و86‎ Satta | 11b16 n.t. 
= OL πολλοί 6a23 al-katiru mina 
n-nasi = comp. — πλείων, πλέον = 
superl. — πλεῖστος 

πολύχους = πολυχούστερος comp. 
4a3 om. Ar. (in lac.) 

πομφόλυξ {7a22} bayna l-hayawani 
wa-n-nabäti 

ποσαχῶς 9a24 ‘ala kam 

πόσος 707 ayna | 9a23 n.t. πόσον 
9b2 ayyu mawdiin 

ποσός 8a18 kam | 5a8 dü miqdarin 

ποτε indef. encl. 5a24 fi waqtin mina 
l-awgäti | 6a20 marratan | 6b23, 
8ao, 8a22 n.t. 

πότερος = πὀτερον/ῆ adv. 4b7- 
8, 5b13, 5b19-20, 647-9, 6024 


hal/aw | 8a10-11 a/aw | 449-11 
om. Ar. (in lac.) 

που encl. 7b6 n.t. 

πραγματεία 9b18 'ilmun 

710 01706 = τὰ πραχτά 9a3 al-a$ya'u 
llati tufalu 

πρό in πρότερος 4b6, 7b14 taqad- 
dumun | 10a7 bu‘dun = comp. — 
πρὀτερος = superl. πρῶτος — 
πρότερος 

προαιρέω = προαιροῦμαι med. 
1110 28 

προβαίνω 8b14 nagaha 

προέρχοµαι 6218 2 

πρόεσις 10b9 om. Ar. (in lac.) 

πρός W. accus. 7821, 9013, 1044, 
10b3, 10b; ila | 6a6, 9825, 10420 
fi | 10a2 ma‘a | 1222 ‘inda | 4 
sem. amplif. da‘in ila | 9b18, 
10b28 n.t. | 4a10 om. Ar. (in lac.) 
= 71006 in προσκαταριϑμέω 7 
adhala 

προσχαταριϑμέω 807 sem., etym. 
adhala fi ‘idadi w. gen. 

πρότερος (a) comp. 4a15, 11b19 
mutaqaddimun | 4b6, 7b14 
asaddu taqadduman | 542 
aqdamu | 10b25 mà huwa 
aqdamu | 9b21 qabla | 7 
aSaddu bu'dan = πρότερον adv. 
5b19 qabla dalika (b) πρῶτος 
superl. 4b5, 4b10, 9a25, 9b10 
awwalu | 509 aqdamu | 7bo 
ibtada'a bi- | 646 n.t. = πρῶτον 
7b17 al-awwalu = τὸ πρῶτον 
4b11, 5b8, 5b14, 5b27, 6a1 al- 
awwalu = tà πρῶτα 6b11, 9812, 
1081, 1086, 11b13 al-awä’ilu | 4a3, 
4a5 om. Ar. (in lac.) 

προχώρησις 10b1 (10b2) maddun 
ilà 

πρῶτος — πρότερος 

Πυϑαγόρειος 11427 Fütägüras in 
the gen., as the second element of a 
gen. construction (idafa) 

πῦρ 6b25 om. Ar. (in lac.) 

πώγων 10b10 lihyatun 
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πῶς interr. 5a23 as-sababu lladi lahü 
| 5b19, 5b21, 6b23, 8a8, 12a1 
kayfa | 442 om. Ar. (in lac.) =9a10 
sem. metathesis; interr. / affirm. 
transformation at-tariqu lladi bihi 

πως indef. encl. 4212, 607 ‘ala 
waghin mina l-wugühi | 9a18, 
10a19 ka-anna w. pron. | 8b26 n.t. 
-ἁμῶς γέπως 4b12 ‘ala waghin 
min al-wugühi 


ῥάδιος 4b17, 9b2, 10a23 sahlun 
010106 in Εὔρυτος {6a20} garyun 


0005 7a14 lahmun 

σαφής = σαφεστέρως 4b17 awdahu 

σεμνός = σεμνότερος comp. 4a8 om. 
Ar. (in lac.) 

σκέπτομαι 11b24 bahata ‘an 

σκέψις 7b6 bahtun 

σοφία 859 hikmatun 

σπάνιος 11418 yasirun | 11423 
(11424) in hend. galilun ‘azizun 

Σπεύσιππος 6b6, 11a23 sbwsbs 

στέρησις 7012 ‘adamun 

συμβαίνω = συμβαίνει impers. 6017 
‘arada | 5023 nagidu (wagada) | 
7823 lazima = συμβήσεται fut. 
11b11 ‘arada = κατὰ συμβεβηκός 
5b24 ‘aradun | 649 bi-tariqi l- 
‘aradi | 8b23 ‘ala tarigi l-‘aradi 

συμβάλλω = συμβάλλομαι med. 
10b9 om. Ar. (in lac.) 

σύμπας = TO σύμπαν 11b26, 1241 al- 
kullu | 10a3 sem., etym. al-kullu 
bi-asrihi 

σύμπτωμα 10b18 sem., etym. 
‘aradun lazima | in συμπτωμµμα- 
τικῶς 10a26 in hend. al-ittifaqu 
wa-l-‘aradu 

συμπτωματικῶς 10a26 ‘ala tariqi 
l-ittifägi wa-l-‘aradi 

σύμφυτος 6a10 gariziyyun 

σύμφωνος ἑαυτῷ 8a4 ittifaqun = τὸ 
σύμφωνον 5a19 ittifaqun 

συν- in συνακολουϑέω 7a3 lazima | 
συν- in τὸ σύμπαν 1023 bi-asrihi 


συνάγω 7a21 (7a20) radda 

συνακολουθέω 7a3 in hend. tabi‘a 
wa-lazima | as emended from 
the MS reading οὖσιν ἀκολουϑεῖ 
8a2* yatba‘u wugüdahä 

συνάπτω intrans. w. dat. 4b2, 4b19 
ittasala bi- | w. πρός 10a19 qurina 
bi- ... fi 

συναυδάω 7b20 Sahida bi- 

συναφή 4814, 4a20 ittisälun | 4a9 
om. Ar. (in lac.) 

συνδέω = ovvdéouat med. in 
ἀσύνδετος 5b18 irtabata 

συνεργέω 1026 a‘ana | w. εἰς 4a12 
ta‘awana ‘ala 

σύνεσις 9b17 bahtun (for Cytyotc?) 

συνεχής 5a3 muttasilun 

συνοράω = συνιδεῖν 8b24 (8b25a) 
al-wugüfu ‘ala 

σφαῖρα 5421 kuratun 

σχεδόν 6426, 8424 kāda an | 8220 
ahlaqu bi- | 7a1 n.t. ut vid. 

σχῆμα 4422, 9b26 Saklun 

σῶμα 6426 gismun 


τάξις 7212, 7423, 11018 nizämun | 
in ἄταχτον 1154 nizämun | 6028 
tartibun | 

τάττω = TO τεταγμένον 7b7 al- 
manzümu | 11a7 an-nizamu | 
11b21 ‘ala nizàmin 

τάχα 4b16, 5b19, 6a2, 6b20, 6b24, 
8a15, 8b11, 9a21, 9b6, 9b13 
ablaqu bi- | 5b10 n.t. = τάχα δὲ 
6a16 paraphr. aw | 11b10 n.t. 

τε encl. 5b17 ma'a | 6b3*, 9813 
wa- | 11b1* bi-mä (transl. the 
transmitted Y) = ve/ve 8b21- 
22 wa-/wa- | 8b17-18 -/wa- | 
8b19-20 -/aw = εἴτε/τε 5a19 wa- 
(in)/wa- = te/xai 5a26, 8b21, 
9b3-4, 9b20, 10a27 -/wa- | 7b1, 
8b23 n.t. | in gloss 7a8 om. Ar. 
| 4a10-11 om. Ar. (in lac.) --τε 
καί/καί 4a22, 10b12?-13! wa- 
/wa- -τε/καί/καί/(καί) 5a6-7, 
1031-3 -/wa-/wa-/(wa-) = οἷός, 
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te (continued) οἷόν te — οἷός = ἅμα 
... TE καί — ἅμα = ἄλλως τε καί — 
ἄλλως 

τέλεος 6a19, 8027 kämilun = 
τὸ τέλεον 7a9 al-kamälu = 
τελεώτερος comp. 6b20 akmalu 
-τελεώτατος superl. 8a7 fi gayati 
l-kamäli 

τελευτάω 10225 intahä 

τέλος 9a1 gayatun | 9b7 in hend. 
gayatun yuqsadu lahä 

τέχνη 724, 8a12, 8420 sina‘atun 

τίϑημι 4b21 ga‘ala w. two accus. | 
11a3 wada‘a | 4bs i‘taqada fihi 
anna | {6a17} kana | 4a7 om. Ar. 
(in lac.) = in περιτίϑημι 4423 
wada'a 

Τίμαιος (title) 6b27 al-kitäbu l- 
mansübu ilà Tym'ws 

τιμή in ἐντιμότατα 5022 Sarafun | in 
τιμιώτερος 7b14 fadlun 

τίμιος = τὸ τίμιον 11a23 as-Sarifu = 
τιμιώτερος comp. 7b14 asaddu 
fadlan | 10b26, 11a10 (11411) 
asrafu = τιμιώτατος superl. 
6b28 asrafu | 11412 om. Ar. (in 
lac.) 

τις, τι (a) indef. pron., encl. (see also 
ἄττα) 406, 4b14, 5a1, 6a18, 6a20, 
6b10, 8a19, 8b17, 9a20, 10816, 
10a19, 11a2, 11b24 (11b25) ma | 
5a9, 5b18, 5b27, 6a22, 8a6, 8b15, 
8b23, 8b24, 9a27, 10a22, 10b19, 
10b27, 1181, 11b15, 11b26 Say’un 
| 6a16, 6b24, 7b10, 7b22, 10b24 
insänun πτινές 4a19, 4b5, 702, 
9a19, 1088 ba‘du n-nasi = transl. 
in context: 11b16 imamun | 6a3 
mawdi‘un = morph.; transl. by the 
indef. nunation of the noun: 4a13 
ittisälun (4a14) | 6a9 bi-Sahwatin 
wa-tasawwugin | 7b19 sababan | 
8a20 muSäkalatun | 8bg hikmatun 
| {9a15} ginsan (mistaken parsing 
of the syntax) | 9b7 mabädi’u 
| 10a27 bi-darüratin | 10b11 
mawädi‘u | 11a23 (11424) qalilan 


‘azizan = synt.; transl. by the act. 
part. of the verb whose subject it 
is: 5bı qa'ilun | 5b19 bahitun | 
6a6 näzirun | 9423 qà'ilun | 11b21 
mu‘tagidun = transl. by partitive 
min: 6a5 min w. foll. gen. of the 
noun that introduces the encl. | 
{5a9} n.t., but apparently present 
in the sem. amplif. (afdal) min 
dàlika in the Ar. transl. (see the 
note) | in the indef. expr. 6a23, 
9b8 mawdi'un mina I-mawädii 
| in the expr. τρόπον τινὰ 5a16, 
7b20, 9b6 ‘ala waghin mina 
l-wugühi = 11a4 (11a3) sem. 
amplif.; indefiniteness expressed 
by ka-anna = in the expr. τὸ 
ἕνεκά tov {7421} Ar. read to 8v 
ἕκαστον instead = 407, 5b11, 
5b15, 6a17, {7b12}, 8a8, 8018, 
10b21, 10b28, 11a16, 11a19, 11b2 
n.t. | 4a4, 4a10, 10b16 om. Ar. 
(in lac.) (b) interr. pron. tis, τί. 
(01) abs. 4417, 9826, 1082 ma 
| 5a25, 8422 li-mä | in διὰ ti 
5b11, 7b8 mà in li-mä | 4b111” 
ayyu w. gen. | 9b19 ayyu Say’in 
| 5a15, 9b3, 1241 ayyu l-asya’i | 
8a2* in (εἰ, in the MSS, emended 
to ti in the editions) | 10b1 n.t. 
(b2) in expr. τίνος ἕνεκα. 10a1, 
10a28, 10b23 as-sababu lladi 
laht (sara dalika ka-dälika) = 
τὸ τί ἦν εἶναι 8522 ma huwa š- 
Sayu 

τοῖος in τοιοῦτος 9b14 &ibhu w. gen. 
| 7a14 min 

τοιόσδε 8a8 hada 11201 ana dakiruht 
| 11a3 hada 

τοιοῦτος 5a2, 8a27 hada | 4b18 ὅατᾶ 
hada l-magra | 5b23, 6a11 ka- 
dalika | 11b17 mitla dalika | 7a14 
min dälika | 9b14 a$bähu hadihi 
mina l-umüri | 11b21 n.t. | 10b16 
om. Ar. (in lac.) 

τόπος 5b25, 10b11 mawdi'un | 6b1 
makanun 
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τοσοῦτος 6a27 bi-qadri ma... wa- ... 
dalika 

τοὐλάχιστον — ἐλάχιστος 

τρόπος 9420, 9423 (9a24) gihatun 
|9412 waghun | 1048 fannun 
-τρόπον τινά 5216, 7b19-20, 
9b6 ‘ala waghin mina |-wugthi | 
10a19 ‘ala gihatin ma 

τροφή 10b17 gida'un 

τυγχάνω 1114 ittifaqun | 6a22 min 
Sa nihi an yaküna = καλῶς ἔτυχεν 
11a25 ‘ala ma yanbagi 

τῷ abs. 9819, 9822, 9a23 min tariqi 
anna | 5b28 min qibali | 8a13 bi- | 
{10a25} n.t. 


ὑγρότης 10b2 ballun 

ὕλη 829 mäddatun | in ὑλικός 7a7 
mäddatun = in gloss 7a8 om. Ar. | 
118421 71.1. 

ὑλικός 7a7 musarikun li-l-mad- 
dati 

ὑπαχούω 11415 ata 

ὑπάρχω 6a11, 8a16 kana | 3 
wugüdun | 8a17 kana mawgü- 
dan 

ὑπεναντίος 5a16 mutadaddun 

ὑπέρ w. gen. 6a13 fi | 10a22 hattä 
yu'lama | 4a2 om. Ar. (in lac.) 

ὑπερβατός 6a3 tahattä | 8bo sem. 
amplif. tagawaza kulla haddin 

ὑπερέχω 11b6 fadala ‘ala 

ὑπεροχή 4b14 fadlun ‘alā 

ὑπό w. gen. 10a20 ‘an | 4 
lazimahü ‘an = w. accus. 4a16, 
8b18 tahta | 9a13 sem. amplif. 
dahilatun tahta 

ὑποβαίνω 10a3 inhatta 

ὑποβάλλω 8b12 awqa'a 

ὑπόκειμαι = ὑποκείμενος 9 
mawdü‘un 

ὑπολαμβάνω 9624 i‘taqada fi 

ὑποτίθημι -ὑποτίθεμαι med. 6023 
wada'a | 11b22 i‘taqada 

ὕστερος 4215 muta'abhirun 

ὑψηλός = ὑψηλότερος 5212 alā 


φαίνω = φαίνεται pass. impers. 4a21 
huwa min(mä ...) | 7a1, 11b12 qad 
nagidu 

φανερός- φανερόν 4b22, 5a20, 
8b10 (8b9) bayyinun 

φάρυγξ 11a10 hangaratun 

φημί 4219, 5a26, 5828, 5b16, 6a20, 
6b27, 7a15, 8a7, 9a19 qàla | 4a4 
om. Ar. (in lac.) 

φϑαρτός = Tû φϑαρτά 4a16 al- 
asyä’u I-qàbilatu li-I-fasädi 

φϑείρω {6a14} kana butlanun 
--φϑείρομαι med. 6a8 kana 
butlänun = in pdaetds 4a16 
fasadun 

φϑορά 10b4 fasadun 

φορά 5a16, 9b25, 10418 harakatun | 
in κυκλοφορία 5b28 harakatun 

φρονέω = φρονῶν 6a19 al-'aqilu = 
τὸ φρονεῖν οὓς al-ma'qülu 

φυσικός 5824, 1088 tabr'iyyun 

φύσις 4417, 402, 4b9, 4b20, 4023, 
582, 7418, 8422, 808, 9413, 
9020, 1082, 1086, 10810, 10b22, 
1145, 11421, 1196 (1105), 
11925 tabi‘atun | 7a5 tab‘un | 
4a3, 4a11, 10b14 om. Ar. (in 
lac.) = τῆς φύσεως 4b3 at- 
tabi'iyyu 

φυτόν 7a22, 7b4, 8027, 9a14, 10a5, 
10a13, 10b21 nabatun 

qo -πέφυχε abs. 9b24 min Sa’nihi 
an 

φῶς 8561512 dawun 

φωτεινός = TÀ φωτεινότατα 9513 
al-asyä’u llati fi gàyati d-diya’i 


χαλεπός 4b17, 9b16 sa'bun | 7a19 
sa'uba = χαλεπώτερον comp. 9a26 
as‘abu 

χάρις = χάριν adv. accus. w. gen. 
5a17 li- | 10b19, 11b15 min agli 
w. gen. | 11a13 tahayya’a bi- 

χείρων = τὸ χεῖρον 8a24 al-ahassu | 
7b8 mà huwa ahassu 

YEW = 4£yvuévoc 7a14 mantürun 

χράω = χρῶμαι med. 8b6 ista'mala 
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χρεία (or χρέως) in ἀξιόχρεως 4a20 
in hend. ihtiyagun ilayhi wa- 
ntifa‘un bihi 

χρέως -» χρεία 

χρή impers. 6023, 10424 yanbagi an 

χρόνος 6b3 zamanun 

χώρα 5b22 makänun | 11a24 
mawdi‘un 

χωρίζω = χωρίζομαι pass. 10a15 
sem. metathesis; pass./act. trans- 
formation färaqa --πεχωρισµένος 
4a12 munfasilun ‘an 

χωρίς 8a27 ‘ala l-infirädi 


ψῆφος 6a20 hissatun 

ψυχή 561, 5b3, 5b9, 6b2 nafsun = 
ψυχή in ἔμψυχος 5b2, 5b6, 7a17 
nafsun = yvy in ἄψυχος 7 
nafsun 


ὡδί {10217} Ar. read τόδε for ὡδί 

ὥρα 7b3 waqtun 

ὡς (a) adv. (LSJ A.II) 5b6 ‘ala halin 
| 7a15*, 10a8 ‘ala mà | 8aıo ‘ala 
anna | 7b11, 11b13 ‘ala tariqi 
w. gen. | 7b12 tariqi w. gen. | 
8a18 ka-anna | 11a7 (11a8) ka- 
in ka-dalika | 4a4, 10b14 om. 
Ar. (in lac.) (b) conj.; w. subst. 
clauses, “that” (LSJ B.I.1) 4b21, 


4b23, 7b20, 8b5, 8b12, 9b14, 
10b27 anna = 6a21, 8826 inna 
(after qala) = w. inf. (LSJ B.II.3) 
ὡς εἰπεῖν 7a16, 7218 matalan | 
11b4 bi-l-gumlati | 4b20 mina 
l-qawli = 8a1 sem. amplif. al- 
qawlu lladi qila fihi inna (c) w. 
part., expressing reason or motive 
(LSJ C.I.1) 581312, 6026, 7b16 
min qibali, min qibali anna | 7a8, 
7b14, 947 id | 843 hattä | 447 om. 
Ar. (in lac.) 

ὡς ἄν 8a5 bi-manzilat w. gen. | 9a7 
where ἄν is not transl. and ὣς is 
merged with the foll. circumst. 
part. asid 

ὡσαύτως 11413 ka-dälika | 20 
‘ala mitälin wahidin | 6bs in 
context lam yadkur dalika 

ὥσπερ 4416, 5b5 ka- | 9a16 ka- 
mà | 10b7 ka-anna | 11a23 
mitla | 6b10, 10b22 ‘ala ma 
| 7a14, 9b12 bi-manzilat w. 
gen. | 5b18 min tariqi anna | 
6a14 ahlaqu bi- | 4a11, 6b25, 
10b14 om. Ar. (in lac.) - ὥσπερ 
ἂν εἰ {4b15} ‘ala mà huwa 
‘alayhi 

ὥστε 403, 8a25 hatta | 5a4 fa- 
(yagibu) | 5a19 fa-(yakünu) 


Translation of Greek Morphology, Syntax, and Semantics 


a- (alpha privative) in ἀκίνητος 
4b22, in ἄδεκτος sb18, in ἀόρι- 
0106 6a24, 11b2 (11b3), in ἄμορ- 
«og 6b24, in ἄγνωστος 9a19, 
9a22 gayru w. gen. | in ἄψυχος 
7a17 ‘adimun li-| in ἄπαυστος 
5a4, in ἀνήνυτος 5a16, in ἀσύν- 
δετος 5b18, in ἀζήτητος 643, in 
ἀμερές 8a3 là w. verb or part. | in 
ἀοριστία 11a20, in ἄπειρον 11b3, 
in &taxtov 11b4, in ἀμορφία 
11b4 hurügun ‘an = sem. metathe- 
sis; neg./affirm. transformation 


ἀφανής 5217 ma yahfa 

-ειος indicating descent or affiliation: 
Πυϑαγόρειος 11427 transl. 
by the gen. case in Fütägüras 
as the second element of a gen. 
construction (idafa) 

-ew suffix of denominative verbs 
indicating a condition or activity: 
ἰσομοιρέω 8a24 kana in kana 
mu ‘adilan 

-ϑεν: ὅϑεν رواج‎ πόϑεν 10a24, ču- 
προσϑεν 11410 min | ξκατέρω- 
ev 11425 ‘an 
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-ικὀς suffix indicating relation or 
ability in ἐφετικός 5b11 dù w. 
gen. | δυναμικός 6b25 asbahu bi- 
| ὑλικός 7a7 muáarikun li- 

-oç suffix indicating descent in ϑεῖος 
(in ϑειότερος) 5a10 Sabihun bi- 

-τέος suffix of verbal adj. 4b7, 4012, 
7b13, 8a20, 10817, 11a2-3 qad 
yanbagi an | 4b21, 9a11, 9b3, 
9b19, 11b24 yanbagi an | 9a24 
baqiya an | 5a11 transl. by the 
subj. in an yurfa'a ‘an | 5a10 n.t. 

-τος suffix of verbal adj. in ἀσύνδε- 
τος 5b18 muhtamilun li- | φϑαρ- 
τός 4a16 qàbilun li- | ἀζήτητος 
6a3 waqa‘a fi | πιστός 10b27 
yagibu an = morph.; transl. by 
the reflexive and pass. mean- 
ing of the verbal Form II pass. 
(fu“ila) and verbal Form V act. 
and pass. (tafa“ala, tufu“ila) 
διαιρετός 5a11 taqsimun (pass. 
sense of the masdar)| ὀρεκτός 5a2 
mutaSawwaqun ila | ἄπαυστος 
5a4 là yatafattaru | διαιρετός 5a8 
mutagazzi’un | µεριστός 5a11 
tagazzu’un 

-wöng adj. suffix 7018 dü 

-wç adv. suffix in ὁμοίως 5426, 6b8, 
784, ὡσαύτως 1020, 0> 
5410, πολλαχῶς 809 ‘ala 


accusative, adverbial, in τρόπον 
10a19 ‘ala 

accusative, of respect, in và uév/và 
δέ/τὰ δέ 9a8-9 fi in fi/wa-fi/wa-fi 

active participle; morphology of, in 
λέγων 5a13 man 

comparatives, morphology of, 4b6, 
4b18, 5a12, etc., transl. by the 
afalu pattern 

dative, transl. by bi-: δυνάμει 
4b14 bi-quwwatin | τῷ và 
9b14 bi-l-'agli | ἀνάγκῃ 6 
bi-darüratin | μορφαῖς καὶ 
εἴδεσιν καὶ δυνάμεσιν 10b22- 
23 (100234) bi-s-suwari wa-l- 


anwäi wa-l-quwa = transl. by fi: 
τοῖς ἄρρεσιν 10b8 fil-dukürati 
| ἐνίοις τοῦτο fi ba‘diha | ζῴοις 
{5b5} fil-hayawäni = transl. by 
li-: τοῖς εἴδεσιν 8a18 li-s-suwari 
| ἀλλήλοις 8b3 ba‘duha li-ba‘din 
| tñ διανοίᾳ 8b12 li-I-fikri | ἡμῖν 
9b6 lana | τοῖς ζῴοις 10217 li- 
l-hayawäni | τούτοις 10b;7 li- 
hädihi = transl. by ‘ala: τούτοις 
9b27 ‘alayhim = transl. by min: 
τῷ αὐτομάτῳ 10b27! (10b27a) 
min dätihä | τῇ περιφορᾷ τοῦ27” 
(10b28a) min harakati w. gen. 
= transl. by hawla: yain {5b17} 
hawla l-ardi = transl. by nasaba 
ila: ἐμψύχοις 5b6 tunsabu ila 
anna laha anfusan 

future tense, in κινήσει 5a5 yakünu 
(muharrikan) 

genitive absolute 4b18, 8b18 id | 5a24 
lammä | 8a17 law 

genitive after a comparative adj. 
5b15, 5b27 min 

genitive of belonging, transl. by fi: v 
9b23 fi-mä | τῆς γῆς 11b14 allati 
ta‘ridu fi l-ardi = transl. by li-: τοῦ 
ἕνεκά του 11b26 li-mà huwa min 
agli Say’in | τῆς... ὁρμῆς 11b26 
(11b27) li-l-harakati 

genitive of comparison and ruling, 
transl. by li-: τὰ ἀΐδια τῶν 
φθαρτῶν (sc. πρότερα) 4a16! 
taqaddumu l-a$yà'i al-azaliyyati 
li-l-asya’i 1-qabilati li-l-fasadi 

genitive, partitive, transl. by min: 
τῶν μεριστῶν 8a6 mina l-a$ya'i 
l-Suz’iyyati | τῶν μὲν αἰσθητῶν 
... τῶν δ᾽ ἄλλων 11b18-19 mina 
l-asyä’i l-mahsüsati ... min sa iri 
l-a&ya'i 

genitive of possession used as a 
predicate (with εἰμί implied) to 
denote duty or nature, transl. 
by haqqu w. gen.: ἐπιστή- 
uns (sc. ἐστί) 8025 haqqu l- 
ma'rifati 


436 GREEK WORD INDEX AND GREEK-ARABIC GLOSSARY 


participle, aorist, indicating antece- 
dent action, transl. by tumma 
preceding the main verb: προελ- 
ϑόντα παύεσθαι 6a18 tablugu ila 
... tumma tanqati'u 

participle, circumstantial, transl. by 
id: ποιῶν 5a7 id ga‘ala | ὡς... 
ἀπέχοντες 9a7 id kunnä nab'udu 
= transl. by 143: 007 
8b15 ida am'anná fi I-bahti | 
ὑποβαίνοντι 10a3 ida nhattü 
| λεγόμενα 1144 ida qilat = 
transl. by illà an: ἔχοντα 6a5 
illà an yaküna - transl by bi-: 
λαμβάνοντες obo bi-an na’ huda = 
transl. by hattà: ἰόντων 5a20 hattä 
särat | συνάγοντας 7a21 (7a20) 


hatta narudda = transl. by min 
gibali : οὖσαν 11b12 (11b11) min 
gibali annahü 
participle, gender and number, transl. 
by hada: γεννήσαντες 6a25 
hä’ulä’i lammà waladü 
participles; subordination of a 
participial clause to the main 
clause, indicated by fa- introducing 
the participial clause: χρώμενοι 
-. προσχαταριϑμοῦσιν 8b6 qadi 
sta'mala qawmun ... fa-adhalü 
passive voice, transl. by qabila: 
μορφοῦμαι 8a13 qabülu s-sürati 
superlatives, morphology of, 4bs 
transl. by the af'alu pattern w. foll. 
gen. and tamyiz acc. 


Index of Words in the Scholium 


ἀγνοέω 1245 

ἀναγραφή 12b1 

Ανδρόνικος 1244 

Αριστοτέλης 1202 Aristütälis 

αὐτός 1245, 1203, 1204. 

βιβλίον 12a4, 1201 

γάρ 1245 

δέ 12b4 

εἰμί 1203, 1254 

ἐν 1201, 1202, 1204 

Ἕρμιππος 1284 

Θεόφραστος 1243, 1201, 3 
twfrsts 

ϑεωρία 2 

καί 1244 

λέγω 1203 

μέν/δέ 1224-2 

µετά 12a3,12b2 ba‘da 

μνεία 5 


μνημονεύω 1253 

Νικόλαος 12b2 

Ó, Ñ, TO = τῆς 1205 -τῇ 12b1, 
12b2 = TÓ 12a4 = TÅ 1243, 
12b3 -τῶν 1243 fi mà | 1201, 
12b2 

oiov 12b4 

ὀλίγος 12b4 

ὅλος 1205 

ὅλως 1245 

οὐδέ 1245 

οὗτος 1244 

ποιοῦμαι 5 

πραγματεία 12b5 

προδιαπορία 1204 qama bi-hugagi 
Aristütälis 

τις 12b4 

φυσικός = φυσικά 1243, 12b3 at- 
tabi‘atu 


2. Arabic Word Index and Arabic-Greek Glossary 


The Arabic word index and glossary is arranged according to the Arabic roots, 
except for certain compound but common words, such as alladi and lamma, 
which are listed alphabetically for the sake of simplicity and easy location, as 
in GALex. Within each root, the discrete entries follow the order of the verbal 
stems, identified through the corresponding Roman numeral in parentheses, 
each of which is followed immediately by its masdar and participles. At the end 
of the verbal stems follow derivative nominal forms in order of their length and 
complexity, as in WKAS and again as in GALex. Substantives enclosed within 
parentheses indicate that the word in question occurs in the text of Theophrastus 
in the plural (given right after the parentheses) but not in the singular. 

The index and glossary includes all the words and particles that occur in the 
Arabic translation of the text of Theophrastus except for the article, which is 
listed only selectively to illustrate its various uses in the translation, and the 
attached pronouns, which are not listed at all. 

The principles that guided the compilation of this glossary are those employed 
in GALex, the introduction to which is again recommended to readers for their 
orientation. The abbreviations and signs in this glosary are the same as those 
used there (though the layout is necessarily divergent) and in the preceding 
Greek-Arabic glossary, to which the reader is referred. 

The compilation of GALex being a long-term project, the completion of 
which still lies in the inscrutable future, it is hoped that the Arabic-Greek 
glossary of Theophrastus presented here, containing as it does, despite its brevity, 
a representative sample of terms from the entire alphabet and especially the 
particles and other service words, will provide a bueprint for the complete 
GALex and a preview of its contents and potential use. 
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> 


a 
a/aw 8a10*-11 πότερον/ή 
(GALex L2 $1.1) 
ty 
ata (III) 11315 ὑπακούω (GALex 
1,29) 
58 
aglun = min agli Sayin 10822, 
11b26 ἕνεκά tov (GALex 
L51 $1.2) | 10b19 tov χάριν 
| 11b15 τινὸς χάριν (GALex 
1,52 $1.3) 
hd 
ahadun 6b6 eic in οὐϑείς 
(cf. GALex 1,59 §1.1) = 
ahaduhumäj/ al-aharu 8a10 
ὃ μέν/ὁ δέ (GALex 1,65 $3.7) 
‘hd 
ahada (I) 843, 9a27, obo λαμβάνω 
(GALex 1,77 $1.1) = ahada w. fi: 
sem. amplif.; add. acc. to sense 
in lamma ahada fi l-kalàmi 
fi t-tawalludi 6b14 κατὰ τὴν 
γένεσιν (cf. GALex 180) = 
ahada w. min 6b22 sem. amplif. 
for ἀπό 
ma’hadun 6b18?? sem. amplif.; 
add. acc. to sense (GALex 790) 
"hr 
muta’ahhirun (V) act. part. 5 
ὕστερος (GALex 1,93 $1.1) 
aharu (a) abs. 4b6, 6b4, 7b23, 
10b6, 10b19, 11b6 (11b7) 
ἕτερος (GALex 1,100 $1.3.1)| 
4013, 5a1, 8a5 ἄλλος (GALex 
L97 $1.1) (b) sem. amplif.; 
modifying a subst. add. acc. 
to sense: a$yà'u uharu 654, 
10b6 ἕτερα = al-qawlu l-äharu 
9b13 ἐχεῖνος (c) in hend. 
abaru gayruhü 6a22, 11b17 
ἄλλος | 7b1 παντοῖος = a$ya'u 
uharu gayruhü 11b17 ἄλλα 
(d) in correlative constructions: 
ahaduhumäj/al-äharu 8a10 ὃ 
u£v/ó δέ (GALex 1,65 $3.7) = 
kullu wähidin minhuma/al- 


äharu 4412 &xóveooc (GALex 
1,64 $3.4) =kullu wahidin 
minha/al-aharu 5a18 ἕκαστος 
(e) morph.; transl. the sense 
of the comp. in hend. with 
an elative subst.: sulaku 
sabilin uhrä hiya awdahu aw 
aqrabu ila t-tasdiqi 4b17-18 
σαφεστέρως ἢ πιστικωτέρως 
aharatun = bi-aharatin 9414 
ἔσχατος (GALex 1,96 $3) 
'd 
id 11bo, 11b10 εἴπερ (GALex 
1,149 $3.2) | 728, 7b14, 9a7 
ὡς (GALex L150 $4.5) = synt. 
5a6 (5a7) transl. the circumst. 
sense of the part. ποιῶν 
(GALex 1,150 $5.1) | 9a7 transl. 
simultaneously the circumst. 
sense of the part. and ὡς in wg 
ἀπέχοντες = synt.; transl. the 
Gr. gen. absolute 4b18 οὔσης 
| 8b18 ὄντων (GALex L152 
$5.2) 
41 
ida 9b10, 10a12 ὅταν | 1045, 
11213 & e synt.; transl. the 
gen. absolute 8b15 ζητούντων 
(GALex 1,165 $3.1) = synt.; 
transl. the circumst. sense of the 
part. 409 ἐχούσας | 6a6 (6a7) 
ἀναφέρων | 6413 ἀφαιρεϑεῖσα 
| 10a3 ὑποβαίνοντι | 10a15 
χωριζόμενος | 114)? 
λεγόμενα (GALex 1,166 $3.2) 
d? 
idan 8b16 ἄρα (GALex 1,181 $3.1) 
'dy 
ta'addà (V) 10b12 λωβάοµαι 
(GALex 1,189) 
’rhwts 6a19 ᾿Αρχύτας 
rd 
ardun 5b17, 7b2, 10b4, 11b14 5 
(GALex 1,196 §1) 
ardiyyun 10a28 περὶ τὴν γῆν 
(GALex 1,202) 
’r’qlyts 7a15b Ἡράκλειτος 
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7] 
azaliyyun 4216, 9b24b ἀῑδιος 
(GALex 1,208 $1.1) 
sr 
asrun = bi-asrihi 7a11, 8a6, 8a23, 
11a22, 11b11 ὅλος | 10a9 πᾶς 
| 10a3 sem., etym. σύν in τὸ 
σύμπαν (GALex L216-218) 
οἱ 


aslun = w. neg. là ... aslan 11b10 δέ 
in οὐδέ | 645 δὲ eic in μηδείς = 
w. neg. lam ...aslan 605 δὲ μίαν 
in οὐδεμίαν (GALex 1,231- 
233) 
Aflàtun 6b11, 11a27 Πλάτων 
'kr = ukratun ¬ kry (cf. Dozy L30b) 
Ἰ 
al- (article; selective references) 
= transl. τό w. inf: al-wafä’u 
4b17 τὸ ἀποδοῦναι = transl. 
τό w. adj.: al-afdalu 11a6 
τὸ ἄριστον | al-gayyidu 
11219 to ἀγαϑόν | a8-Sarifu 
11a23 τὸ τίμιον = transl. τό 
w. part.: an-nizamu 11a7 τὸ 
τεταγμένον = transl. τό w. 
adv.: ad-dawämu 1127 τὸ 
ἀεί 
TY 
illä (in là), illà an 5b1 εἰ μή | 5b28, 
11b19 εἰ μὴ ἄρα (GALex 1,250 
$1) | 7a22-23, 11b21 πλὴν 
el (GALex 1,253 $3) | 8a17* 
ἀλλά (GALex 1,255 $4) = 
morph.; transl. the concessive 
sense of the circumst. part. 
6a5 ἔχοντα (GALex 1,258 
$9) = in combinations la/illa 
— ]à, allahumma illà an — 
allahumma 
illa anna 6a27 πλήν (GALex 1,264 
$1) | 5b14, 88143, 11414, 3 
ἀλλά (GALex 1,264 $2) | 4a12, 
6a23, 8a10 (8a11), 8a19, 9a7, 
9b6, 10a19, 11b17 δέ wo. 
preceding μέν (GALex 1,266 $3) 
| 5b6, 8b14 ὅμως (cf. GALex 


1,267 53.1.1) = -/illà anna 8a12 
(8a11-12), 8a15b, 10a6 μέν/δέ 
‘Idy 

alladi (a) transl. Gr. relative pron. 
and adv. (GALex 1,277-279 
$A): 5a17, 5b10, 5b16, {6a4*}, 
7b21, 8a6 óc = huwa lladi 
4b5 ὅσπερ - alladina 9b24b, 
11b8 6001 | 9b25 sem. amplif. 
add. w. ref. to ὅσοι at 9b24b 
= allati minha 7b9 6 in ὅϑεν 
= hadihi llati ana däkiruhä 
8a8 sem. amplif. for τοιάδε = 
alladi qila fihi inna 8a1 sem. 
amplif. ὣς = at-tariqu lladi bihî 
9810 paraphr. πῶς = in expr. 
as-sabab alladi lahü 5a23 πῶς 
| 10a1, 10428, 10b23b τίνος 
ἕνεκα = al-a$ya'u llati yanbagi 
an nabhata 'anhà 9b2 paraphr. 
τίνων (b) introduces a relative 
clause that transl. adj. and 
other attributes in attributive 
position (b1) transl. adj. 
(GALex 1,281 $5): allati hiya 
afdalu 5a20 ἀρίστη = alladi là 
yatafattaru 5a3 ἄπαυστος (b2) 
transl. part. (GALex 1,281 $6): 
alladi baqiya 5a1 λοιπόν (b3) 
transl. prep. phrasses (GALex 
1,281 $7): allati tali al-wasata 
5b12 τὰ περὶ τὸ μέσον (54) 
transl. subst. in attributive gen. 
(GALex 1,281 $9): allati ta‘ridu 
(fil-ardi) 11b14 τῆς (γῆς) (ο) 
introduces a relative clause that 
transl. the article in its subst. 
making function (GALex 1281 
$10): alladi 8b15, 8b24b! نع‎ = 
allati 9415, {1044} và =alladina 
6424, 9b21, 11a22 οἱ (d) sem. 
amplif.; introduces a relative 
clause that modifies the generic 
subst. add. in Ar. to express the 
subst. implied by the Gr. article 
(GALex 1,282 $11): al-amru 
lladi yahussuhü 4021 τὸ ἴδιον 
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‘Idy: alladi (continued) 


Tf 


th 
ilahiyyun 4b15b ϑεῖος (GALex 


‘ly 
ila (a) abs. (GALex 1,319 $$1- 


= al-agsämu llati fi gayati š- 
Sarafı 5b22 τὰ ἐντιμότατα = 
sa iru l-asyä’i llati tattasilu 
bihà 6a17 τὰ ἐφεξῆς = al- 
asya'u llati tulamu 8b22 τὰ 
ϑεωρούμενα = al-asya’u lati 
tufalu 943 τὰ πρακτά = (al- 
asya'u llati) tu'malu 9a3 τὰ 
ποιητά = al-asya’u llati tuqalu 
951 τὰ λεγόμενα = al-asya’u 
llati fi gayati d-diyà'i 9b13 τὰ 
φωτεινότατα = al-umüru llati 
hiya agallu qadran 1047 τὰ 
κυριώτατα = al-$uz'u lladi là 
yatagazza'u 11b23 τὸ ἄτομον 
(e) sem. amplif.; introduces 

a relative clause add. acc. to 
sense (GALex 1,283 $12): 10b3, 
10b11, 10b26 


ma’lüfun (I) pass. part. = gayru 


ma'lüfin in hend. w. mugtana- 
bun οὓς ἀλλότριος (GALex 
1,284) 


1,309 $1.1.1) = al-a$ya'ul- 
ilahiyyatu 6b9 τὰ Deta (GALex 
7311 §1.3.2) 


allähu 4b15a, 7023, 11b8 θεός 


(GALex L313 $1) = sem., etym. 
asbahu bi-llähi 5210© 
= sem., etym. ahaqqu l-as$ya'i 
bi-annaht llähu 6a1 ϑειότατος 


allahumma illà an 4b10, 6a10 εἰ, 


μὴ ἄρα (GALex 1251 51.10; 
1,319 $1.1) 


4): 589, 5820 (5819), 614, 
708, 843, 8a9, 8411, 84140, 
943, 10824, 1109, 11927 εἰς | 
5440 (5a5), 6418, 6423, 6010, 
707, 9414], 9b8 μέχρι | 7421, 
9013, 1084, 1003, 10b5 πρός 
| 7b22-23, 9010 ἐπί | 10a5! 


2 


> 


> 


mm 


ἄχρι (b) sem. amplif.: dain 

ila 5b4b πρός = min ... ilā 
b25b!” εἰς = ilā ... an yantahiya 
9b2 μέχρι (c) with verbs and 
verbal nouns: — anisa, — 
balaga, — ihtaga, — da'à, — 
radda, — ta$awwaqa, — asära, 
— mudtarrun, — adäfa, — 
aqrabu, — qasada, — maddun, 
— mala, — nasaba, — intahä 


imamun 11b16 τις (cf. GALex 


> 


m 


1339 $1) 


ammä = wa- (fa-Jammä ... fa- 


4a23, 5a21a, 5b12, 6b4, 7a19, 
10a23b-23a, 11424, {11a27} 
δέ w.o. preceding μέν (GALex 
1344-5 $2, 3.1) = -/wa- (fa-) 
amma ... fa- 8b8-9, 11b23- 
24 μέν/δέ = ammá ... fa-/wa- 
(fa-)ammaá ... fa- 6a25, 7b6-9 
μέν/δέ (GALex 1,341 51.1.1) 
= fa-ammä ... fa-/wa-ammä ... 
fa- sa4b (5a6)-13 μὲν δή/δέ 
(GALex 1,342 $1.1.2) = (fa-) 
ammä ... fa-/fa-ammä ... fa- 
6b11-15, 9b8-11* μὲν οὖν/δέ 


imma =immä/aw 4b12b-13 


mr 


εἴτε/εῖτε (GALex 1,356 $3) 
= immä/wa-immä 8b25b- 
26 ἤτοι/ή (GALex L352 $2) 
| 9b11-12 eite/eite (GALex 
1,353 $3) | 11b18-19 μέν/δέ 
(GALex 1,354 $5.2) 


amrun, pl. umürun (a) transl. 


pron. and pron. adj. (GALex 
1373 925): 6a6 αὐτός (cf. 

6a13 where αὐτός is doubly 
determined by amr and nafs) = 
al-umüru kulluhä 6a2 (6a1) 
πάντα = min ayyil-umüri 
10424 πόϑεν (b) transl. Gr. 
prep. (GALex 1,375 $27): 
10b17 περί w. accus. (c) sem. 
amplif.; stands for the subst. 
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implied by a pron. (GALex 
1,376 §32.1): hada l-amru 
4b20, 11b23 οὗτος | 8b8 ὅδε 
(d) stands for a noun implied 
by predicate adj. (GALex 1,378 
$33): οἰκεῖον 10a10 amrun 
mula’imun hässun (e) sem. 
amplif.; stands for the subst. 
implied by the article in its 
subst. making function (GALex 
1,378 §34): al-amru lladi 
yahussuhü 4021 τὸ ἴδιον = 
afdalu l-umüri 5b1, {5b8} to 
ἄριστον = afadilu l-umüri 6a4 
τὰ ἄριστα = asrafu l-umüri 
6b28 τὰ τιμιώτατα = asgaru 
l-umüri 7a16 τοὐλάχιστον = 
amru w. gen. 703, 7b10? τὸ/τὰ 
περί | 9625 τὰ κατά = al-amru 
l-afdalu 8a14b, 1149, 11015, 
11527 τὸ βέλτιον | 1142, 1199 
τὸ ἄριστον | 11a15 τὸ εὖ - al- 
ahassu mina l-umüri 8424 τὸ 
χεῖρον = al-umüru I-kulliyyatu 
941 τὰ καθόλου = al-umüru 
l-guz’iyyatu 9a2 τὸ ἐν μέρει 
ba‘du l-umüri/wa-ba'duhà/wa- 
ba‘duha 9a8-9 và in và μέν/τὰ 
δέ/τὰ δέ = asbahu hadihi mina 
]-umüri 9b14 τῶν τοιούτων 

- al-umüru llati hiya agallu 
qadran 1047 τὰ κυριώτατα- 
al-umüru s-samawiyyatu wa- 
l-umüru l-ardiyyatu 10a27 τὰ 
οὐράνια καὶ τὰ περὶ τὴν γῆν 
(f) sem. amplif.; add. as the 
implied object of a transitive 
verb (GALex 1,380 $35): bi- 
misäsi l-amri 9b15 ϑιγόντι 

(g) sem. amplif.; added to help 
in the transl. of adv. (GALex 
1,388 $43.1): kana l-amru 
ka-dälika 4a17 οὕτως (1) 
partitive use (GALex 1,390 
§45a): amru s-sama’i 6b4 
οὐρανός = amru l-mabàdi'i 
6b23, 7b10 (7b9) ἀρχαί = 


amruhä (sc. al-mabadi’i) 7b10! 
w. ref. to ἀρχαί at 7b9 = umüru 
t-tabi‘ati 9b20 τῆς φύσεως = 
amru n-nabati ... amru l-anfusi 
(10b21!?] φυτοῖς... ἀψύχοις 
(i) individuating use of amr 
(GALex 1,392 $46): al-amru l- 
afdalu 7b11 βέλτιον = mabda'u 
l-amri 9a11 ἀρχή = awwalu 
l-amri 11b24 ἀρχή (j) sem. 
amplif.; 7018, 8a14a, 8a19, 
9a26, 9b17, 10a12, 10a23b, 
10a28 al-amru add. to refer 

to the general subject under 
discussion = sem. amplif.; add. 
acc. to sense 5a17, 744, 11a8 
(k) in paraphr. and interpr. 
uses (GALex 1,393 SI): wa- 
ka-dalika yagri l-amru 7a2 

xai = al-umüru 74158 interpr. 
κόσμος 


’myrws 5b16 Ὅμηρος 


an (a) introduces a nominal clause 


which transl. Gr. inf. (GALex 
1,408 $A): an yaküna 4a13, 
4b9-10, 5b18, 7b16, 7b20 
(7b21) εἶναι | 6a11 ὑπάρχειν 
| 4a14, 4b17, 7411, 8417, 
9a21, 9b6 sem. amplif.; add. 
for implied εἶναι = an nüdiha 
4b12a ἐμφαίνειν = alla taküna 
tataharraku 5418 τὸ μὴ (scil. 
κινεῖσθαι) = an nagma'a 7a2o 
τὸ περιϑεῖναι = an naküna 
nabhatu 8a27 (801) ζητεῖν = 
an yangaha 8b14 προβαίνειν 
= an nulahhisa 9425 ἀφορίσαι 
= an yugäla 902 εἰπεῖν = an 
nudrika 9b8 (9b9) ϑεωρεῖν 

= an yadkurü 9b27 (10a1) 
λέγειν man yartafi'a 11511 
ἀναιρεῖσθαι (b) paraphr. an 
yaküna 8a15a ἂν εἴη = an 
naküna fi dalika mudtarrina 
4b13 ἀνάγκη sc. ἡμῖν ἐστι (c) 
add. as required by Ar. synt. 
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n: an (continued) 


5a1, 5a11, 5b1, 5b9, 5b19, 
6a14, 6a16b, 642012, 6a21, 6bs, 
6b10, 6b20, 6b24, 7a10b, 7b7, 
7b17, 7b18, 8b11, 8b21, 9a14, 
9bo, 9b13, 10a5, 10b25, 11b17 
(d) in various phrases: illà an — 
illa, allahumma illà an — "Ih, 
baliqun an — hlq, min &a'nihi 
an — $n, lahü an — li- = for 

its use foll. verbs see the verbs 
themselves 


anna (a) transl. Gr. conj. (GALex 


in 


1,416 SA): 4b21, 4b23, 7b20, 
8bs, 8b12, 9b14, 10b27 ὡς | 
8bo, 10a13, 11a5 ὅτι | 11a6 
add. w. ref. to ὅτι at 11a5 | 
11a14 διότι (b) introduces 
nominal clause transl. subst. 
(GALex 1,420 $7.1): 4bs, 
5a16b, 5b6 (c) introduces 
nominal clause transl. inf. 
(GALex 1,421 $8): 5a4a, 

5b3a, 8a15b?, 8821, 8a25, 
10825, 10b24b, 11b18 - sem. 
amplif.; introduces nominal 
clause transl. the implied 

εἶναι 5a8, 6a1, 804, 10422, 
11410 (d) add. as required 

by Ar. synt. 6a2, 6a16b*, 
{6b10}, 6b12, 6b13, 6b18, 
7b19, 7b20, 8a26, 9a4, 9a26, 
9b24b (e) in various phrases: 
illà anna — illà, hattà anna 

— hatta, wa-dalika anna —^ 
dälika, min tariqi anna — 
tariqun, min qibali anna — 
qibalun, (hada) ‘ala anna + 
‘ala, ka-anna — ka, li-anna — 
li- 

(a) abs. (GALex 1,438 $1): 4a17, 
4a18, 4b2, 406, 4b11?, σας, 
5a28b, 5b7, 5b14, 5b20, 5b26b, 
{7b8}, 7b11, 7b12, 8a20, 8a21, 
8b17, 9a6, 9a18, 10a13, 11a1b, 
11b20 & | 5b23 εἴπερ | 8b14 
ἐάν in κἄν = sem. amplif. 4b11! 


ei (implied from what foll. ) 

= in/wa-in 5a17-18 εἴτε/εῖτε 
(GALex 1,447 $4.1) = sem. 
amplif.; add. acc. to sense 8a14a 
(b) wa-in 5b6, 7a18 καίπερ 
(GALex 1,462 $1.3)| 8b14 κἄν 
(GALex 1,461 $1.1.3) | {8a2*} ei 
the MS reading, emended to τί 
in the edition (c) w. neg. εἰ μή 
— illà 


in là — illä 
inna (a) transl. conj. (GALex 


1,466 $A): 6421, 8a26 ὡς = 
(al-qawlu) lladi qila fihi inna 
8a1 sem. amplif. ὣς = after 
qala 6a28 ὅτι (b) add. as 
required by Ar. synt., after qala 
5b16, 6a14, 6b16, 7a6b, 7272, 
7a10b, 7b11, 7b12*, 8a7, 8b2, 
9a23, 9a24, 9a26, 9b6, 11b8 

= add. as required by Ar. synt. 
4b17, 5a22, 5a28a, 5b1, 6b11, 
8b25a, 10a18, 11a18b, 11a27, 
11b5 


fa-inna 4a18, 5a10, 5a17, 5a22b, 


5a27a, 5b23 (5b24), 6a1, 6a3, 
6419, 6a21, 6a25, 6b7, 6b17, 
6b27, 7a17, 7b11, 7b17, 8a2, 
9a1, 9a4, 9b4, 9b21, 10a28, 
10b18, 10b24b, 11a22, 11b20, 
11b15, 11b27 yae (GALex 
1,484 $1.1) | 10a7 καὶ γὰρ δή 
| 5b5 ἐπεί] 7450 -περ | {843} 
πλήν | 9a16* δέ | 7b4, 9b25 
sem. amplif.; add. acc. to sense 
= fa-inna qad nagidu 10a25 xoi 
δή 


innamä (a) rendering the emphasis 


expressed by inverted Greek 
word order (GALex 1,494 
$8.3): 4a21b, 6b21, 7a8, 9a1 
(9a1-2), 10b27a (b) highlights 
the emphasized word in the 
Greek sentence (GALex 1,501 
$11): 8021 ἰδίων | 8023 κατά 
(c) innamä ... faqat 4418, 
6b15-16 (6b16), 6b17, 7a7 
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µόνον (adv.) (GALex 1,503 
§12.1b) - innamà ... wa-lä 
5a25a 00 ... GAAG (d) sem. 
amplif.; add. acc. to a perceived 
emphasis or restriction in 
the Gr. 5a18, 5b6, 5bz, 5b14, 
5b26b, 5b28, 6a1, 6418, 6a23, 
6b16, 8a13, 8a23, 10a22, 
10b18, 10a12 
n? 
ana pers. pron. = periphr.; mà ana 
qà'iluhü ... a‘ni 5b10 οὗτος | 
6a5 Ode = sem. amplif. hadihi 
llati ana dakiruha 8a8 τοιάδε 
(cf. GALex L513 $6) 
"ns 
anisa (I) w. ilā 5a22b* οἰκεῖος (cf. 
GALex 1523-524) 
nasun = al-katiru mina n-näsi 
6a23 οἱ πολλοί (GALex 1,536 
§14.4) = ba‘du n-näsi 4a19, 
4b5, 702, 9419, 1028 TLVÊÇ 
(GALex 1,535 $13.1a) | 6b15 
οἱ 
insänun 6a16b, 6024, 7b10, 7022, 
10b24a tig (GALex 1,546 $5) 
^w 
aw 4b18, 6a5, 6a15b, 8a5!7, 8a6* 
(ἤ in the MSS, emended to 
1] in the edition), 8a13, 9b2, 
9b7, 10a8, 10a19, 11b6, 11b7 
(N in the MSS, emended to ᾗ 
in the edition) ἢ disjunctive 
(GALex L591 $1)| 4b11b xai 
(GALex L594 $3) | 6a16a 
paraphr. τάχα δέ = {5a5} ἤ 
comparative = —/aw 8b19- 
20 τε/τε (GALex 1,593 $2) = 
a/aw — a=immä/aw — imma 
= hal/aw — hal 
wrybydys 8426 Εὐριπίδης 
wl 
(älatun) pl. alatun 7asb ὄργανον 
(GALex 1,614 §1.1) 
awwalu pl. awä’ilu, uwalu 4bs, 
4b10, 9425, 9810© 
(GALex 1,630 $2) | 9b9, 


2 
2 


11b24 ἀρχή (GALex 1,624 
$1.1) =al-awwalu 4b11a, 5b7 
(5b8), 5b14, 5b27, 6a1, 6b11, 
{7b17} τὸ πρῶτον = al-awä’ilu 
9812, 1081, 1086, 11b13 τὰ 
πρῶτα 

(ayyilun) pl. aya'ilu 10b12 ἔλαφος 
(GALex 1,655 $1.1) 


3 


yy 
ayyu w. gen. 4a18, 5a15!, 6b23, 
10425 710106 (GALex 1,688 
$3.1) | 4b11b1, 5a15?, 9b3, 
9b19, 1221 τίς, τί (interr.) 
(GALex 1,681 $1.1) - ayyu 
mawdiin 9b2 πόσος (cf. 
GALex 1,692 $4) = min ayyi 
]-umüri 10a24 πόϑεν (GALex 
1,695 $6.2.1) 
iyyà w. attached pron. 10b2 sem. 
amplif.; transl. an accus. object 
implied in Greek (GALex 1,701 
$1) 
yd 
aydan (a) transl. nai: 5a4b*, 
5823, 58278, 5b10, 6a1, 6a4, 
6a12, 6b16, 7a4, 7b23, 8a8, 
8a21, 8b19, 9a16*, 9b16, 
11b7, 11b13 καί (GALex 
1,704 $1) = wa-ma'a dalika 
aydan 9a6? sem.amplif. nai 
-sem. amplif.; add. acc. to 
sense 4b17, 10a17, 12a1 (b) 
transl. ἔτι: 7b22, 9b25, 10b7, 
10b24a (10b20) ἔτι (GALex 
L715 $3) =mimma yagri 
aydan hada |-πιαδτᾶ 1 
sem. amplif. ἔτι (c) in other 
uses: 7420 πάλιν αὖ (GALex 
1,720 $4.4) | 72018 ἄλλως | 
11010 ἐφ᾽ ὅσον | 7422 ma 
huwa aydan 7422 αὐτός (self) = 
in combinations: wa-/aydan 
— wa-, wa-/wa-aydan — 
wa- 
’yn 
ayna 7b7 πόσος 
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b 5a5* κινούμενον =bi-annahü 
bi- (a) transl. Gr. prep. and radda 6b13 ἀνάπτων = bi-an 


particles (GALex IL2 $A): 
4b16, 5b6, 8b14 διά | 5b1, 
8b23, 942, 987, 942177 κατά 
w. accus. = bi-tariqi(n) 40120, 
4013 κατά w. accus. = bi- 
manzilati (mà) 6a24, 8a12, 
8b3, 9a3, 10a12, 10b8, 10b11, 
11421 καϑάπερ = bi-mà 
(11b1] γε epexegetic (emended 
to ve in the edition) (b) morph.; 
transl. the morph. of Gr. pron. 
adj. (GALex Π,21.1 519.44); 
bi-‘aynihi 5a18, 8b24b, 9a4 

6 αὐτός (c) transl. the dat. 
(GALex 1721 $21): bi- 8a13 
τῷ = bi-quwwatin 4b14a, 5a1, 
8a10 δυνάμει = bi-Sahwatin 
wa-ta$awwugqin 6a9 ἐφέσει καὶ 
ὀρέξει = bi-l-£awhari wa-bi- 
1-‘adadi wa-bi-s-sürati wa- 
bi-l-ginsi wa-l-muqayasati 
wa- ... bi-l-qismati 9a5-6 
οὐσίᾳ xai ἀριϑμῷ καὶ εἴδει 
καὶ γένει καὶ ἀναλογίᾳ καὶ, 

-. διαιρέσει = bihi 9422 αὐτῷ 
= bi-l-‘aqli 9b14* τῷ νῷ = bi- 
darüratin 10a26 ἀνάγκῃ = bi-s- 
suwari wa-l-anwa‘i wa-l-quwa 
10b23a (10b22-23) μορφαῖς 
καὶ εἴδεσιν καὶ δυνάμεσιν 

(d) transl. the adv. use of the 
accus. (GALex IL25 $22): bi- 
manzilati mà 4a21b oiov = 
bi-qadri mà 6427 ὅσον = bi- 
l-Sumlati 11a18b τὸ ὅλον (e) 
morph.; transl. the adv. suffix 
-ως (GALex Π,27 $24): bi-(l- 
gumlati) 4a20, 8a19, 8b24a, 
10b3, 10b10, 11b5 (ÖA)wg = 
bi-(waghin mina l-wugühi) 
5a21 (οὐϑαμ)ῶς = bi-l-wagibi 
7b10 εἰκότως (f) synt.; transl. 
the circumstantiality implied 
by a circumst. part. (GALex 
11,28 $25 ): bi-taharrukihi 


bht 


πα huda 9b9 λαμβάνοντες = 
ida zalat ... bi-zawaliha 6a13 
ἀφαιρεϑεῖσα = bi-misasi l- 
amri 9b15 ϑιγόντι (g) helps 
transl. primitive adv. (GALex 
11,30 $27 ): bi-gayri w. gen. 
8b16 ἄνευ (h) helps transl. 

ὡς and derivatives (GALex 
11,31 $28 ): bi-l-gumlati 1154 
ὡς εἰπεῖν = at-tariqu lladi bihi 
9a10 sem. amplif. πῶς (1) synt.; 
in act./pass. transformation, 

it introduces the subject of 

the pass. verb: yubayyanu bi- 
sina‘ati n-nugumi 9b27 (N) 
ἀστρολογία δείκνυσιν (j) sem. 
amplif.; add. acc. to sense 9371”, 
9a24, 1185, 11b2 (k) in expr. 
bi-aharatin — "hr, bi-asrihi — 
sf, ahaqqu bi- — hqq, haliqun 
bi- — hlq, a$bahu bi- — sbh, 
awla bi- — wly (1) w. verbs: 
when introducing the object 

of laysa — lys = see also the 
verbs ibtada'a, hassa, Sahida, 
saddaqa, zanna, iqtada, qadafa, 
qarana, qasada, qala, kana, 
tahayya'a, watiqa, ittasala 


bahata (I) (GALex IL62 §§1-2) 


= abs. 8b1 ζητέω = w. ‘an 
5b19, 8b11, 8b13, 10b24a 
(10b23) ζητέω | 9b3, 10417 
Cytéw in ζητητέον | 11b24 
σκέπτομαι | 9a11 ETALONO 
| 6a7 sem. amplif.; added to 
express the implied verb of the 
indirect question introduced by 
πότερον 


bahtun masdar (GALex II,66 


$$1-8) = abs. 706 σκέψις 

| 6a3 sem., etym.; transl. 
ζητέω in ἀζήτητος | in hend. 
al-bahtu wa-t-taftisu 8b15 
ζητέω = w. ‘an 6b21!? (6b22) 
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ζήτησις | 8422 τὸ ζητεῖν | 
{9b16} (9017) σύνεσις (or 
ζήτησις) | 9812, 9820 sem. 
amplif.; add. w. reference to 
μεταδιώκω at 9a11 = paraphr.; 
in expr. fihi mawdi'u talabin 
wa-bahtin 5b11 ἐπιζητέω 
(where the hend. talaba wa- 
bahata would appear to transl. 
ζητέω) | ga‘ala bahtahü fi 6a13 
ἀπορέω 

bähitun 5b19 τις = 6a12 sem. 
amplif.; add. to express the 
indef. subject of the foll. part. 
ἀφελόντα 





bhr 
bahrun 5b17 θάλασσα = ma’u l- 
bahri 10b1 ϑάλαττα (GALex 
11,70 δι) 
bd 
bada’a (I) 10a24 ἄρχομαι (GALex 
1L96 $1) 
ibtada'a (VIII) w. bi- 709 πρῶτος 
(GALex II,106 $4.1) 
mabda’un, pl. mabadi’u 4a15, 
4a16, 4b9, 4b15b, 4b19, 5a5, 
586, 5a19, 6a15b [6a16], 6a16a, 
6a17, 6b12, 6b14, 6b16, 6b17, 
6b19, 6b21, 6b22, 6b23, 7a4, 
7a6b!, 7a13, 7a19, 7b9, 7b12, 
9811, 9813, 9825, 9b6!, οῦ7 
(9b8), 1107. 11927 ἀρχή | 
957 ἢ w. ref. to ἀρχή | 7a7 τάς 
w. ref. to ἀρχαί | 6026 αὗται 
w. ref. to ἀρχαί | 7a6b? sem. 
amplif.; add. to complement 
πάσας w. ref. to ἀρχαί (GALex 
11,114 51) - 9b3 αἰτία 
bd‘ 
abda‘u 8b4 παραδοξότερον | 
in hend. min a$-$ana'ati ma 
huwa abda'u 8b6 ἔτι πλέον τὸ 
παράδοξον (cf. Sani‘ 5a18* 
ἄτοπος) (GALex 11120 $1 ) 
bdn 
badanun 10b11 sem. amplif.; add. 
acc. to sense 


bsr 
mubsarun (IV) pass. part. 9a23! 
ὁρατός | 9a23? ὁρατός in 
ἀόρατος 
btl 
butlanun (I) masdar = kana 
butlänun 6a8, 6a14 φϑείρω, 
φϑείρομαι 
batilun act. part. 10422 μάτην | 
1008 µάταιος = batilan 7a14b 
εἰκῇ 
abtala (IV) 9b21 ἀναιρέω | 9022 
sem. amplif.; add. w. ref. to 
ἀναιρέω at 9b21 
b'd 
ba‘uda (I) 9a7 ἀπέχω 
bu'dun, pl. ab'adun masdar 9b26, 
11b1 ἀπόστασις | 947 cognate 
accus. for ba‘uda transl. ἀπέχω 
| 10a7 πρό in πρότερος 
bà'ada (III) = ba‘ada katiran 
11b27 μακρός 
ba‘da 5a13b, 6b19, 7a3 µετά = 
in expr. Say’un ba'da Say’in 
10b3 ἄλλοτ᾽ ἄλλο = in ba‘da an 
yasira lahü 6a20 morph.; transl. 
the circumstantiality of part. 
διατιϑέντα 6a20 
bid 
ba‘dun (a) abs. 7a6b, 7a7! oi | 
6b16, τοῦτο ἔνιοι | 6a11 ἅττα | 
10b12 οἵδε | 1046, 10b11 sem. 
amplif.; add. acc. to sense (b) in 
expr. ba'du n-nàsi 4a19, 4bs, 
7b2, 9a19, 1088 τινές | 6b15 οἱ 
= ba'dun/ba'dun 5b25b, 8b3, 
8017, 10a2, 12a2 ἀλλήλων 
= ba‘du w. gen./wa-ba‘du w. 
gen./(wa-ba‘du w. gen.) 4a15, 
6a28-6b2, 9a8-9, 10a26 τὰ 
μέν/τὰ δέ/(τὰ δέ) 
bgy 
inbaga (VII) = yanbagi an 4b7, 
4b12a, 4b21, 7b13, 8a3, 8a19 
(8a20), 9a11, 9b2-3 (9b3), 
9b19, 10817, 1122, 2 
morph. -téov | 6b23, 10a24 
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bgy: inbaga (continued) 
χρή | 10a25 sem. amplif.; add. 
w. ref. to χρή at 10424 = ‘alā mà 
yanbagi 11a25 «oA c ἔτυχεν 
bqy 
baqiya (I) 5b18 λοιπόν | 7 
κατάλοιπον = baqiya an 9a24 
-TEOV in πειρατέον 
baqa’un masdar 4b16 διαμένω 
bl! 
bal 5a9, 10b18 GAAG | 8a24, 
9b22, 11415 μᾶλλον δέ | 
10b21 καὶ μᾶλλον = laysa 
bi-wahidin bal aktaru min 
wahidin 5a16 (5a15) sem. 
amplif. & metathesis; affirm. 
/ neg. transformation πλείων 
bl? 
ballun (I) masdar 10b2 ὑγρότης 
Ρις 
balaga (I) w. ila όαιδ προέρχομαι 
| 5b14!? (5b13) dtixvéouat | 
6b15, 7b7, 9a14 sem. amplif. 
µέχρι | 1035 sem. amplif. 
ἄχρι = balaga w. bi- 6423 
ἔρχομαι 
baligun act. part. 9418 ἱκανῶς 
ablagu 5a14 πλείων 
byd 
abyadu 803 λευκός 
byn 
bayanun (I) masdar, w. ‘an 4b12b 
sem. amplif.; added as maf iil 
mutlaq to the preceding nüdiha 
at 4b12a 
bayyana (II) 9b27 δείχνυµι- 
yarümu an yubayyina 6b9-10* 
πειρῶμαι 
bayna 4413 sem. amplif.; implied 
by the foll. συναφήν (4414) 
ittisalun = bayna l-hayawani 
wa-n-nabati {7422} mistransla- 
tion of πομφόλυξ = w. verbs — 
kana 
bayyinun 4219-20 εὔσημος | 
4b21, 10a13 δῆλος | 4b23, 
5a20, 8bg (8b10) φανερός 


tb‘ 
tabi‘a (I) 8a2* ἀχολουϑέω | 
11b16 κατακολουθέω = in 
hend. tabi‘a wa-lazima 7a3 
συνακολουϑέω 
tht 
tahta 4a16, 8b18 ὑπό = in phrase 
dahilun tahta 9a13 ὑπό 


tdy 
tadyun 10b8 μαστός 
tmm 
tumma 10b25 δή = morph.; 
expresses the priority in time 
of aorist part.: προελϑόντα 
1101800906218 tablugu 
tumma tanqati'u | ἐλθόντες 
παταπαύονται 6a23 yablugüna 
tumma yu‘attilüna 
tmr 
(tamarun) pl. timārun 7b4 
καρπός 
tny 
utnüwatun 6a25, 601, 11b3 δυάς 


gbr 
gabara (I) {5b17} ἐρύομαι 
orf 
mugtarifatun (VIII) act. part., 
in hend. w. ta$a^ubun 10b1 
ἀνάρροια 
erm 
(girmun) pl. agramun = al- 
agramu s-samawiyyatu 10a18, 
11b19 sem. amplif. τὰ οὐράνια 
gry 
gara (I) (a) w. prep.: gara ‘ala 7a12 
êv = in expr. as-sababu lladi 
lahü sara l-amru yagri ‘ala 
ma yagri ‘alayhi 10a28 τίνος 
ἕνεκα = gara bi-hasabihi 7a6b 
κατά (b) w. magra: in gara 
hada l-magrà 4b19 τοιοῦτος | 
9a4, 11a14 οὕτως | 10a25-26 
ἔχειν οὕτως = mimmaà yagri 
aydan hada l-magrä 1 
sem. amplif. ἔτι (c) w. amrun: 
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in wa-ka-dalika yagri l-amru 
7a2 καί = sem. amplif.; add. 
acc. to sense 7a4 tagril-umüru 
| 11a8 yagri l-amru (d) sem. 
amplif.: 10a26'” add. w. ref. to 
ἔχειν (of a state) at 10a25 
garyun masdar {6a20} sem., 
etym.; transl. ῥυτός in Eŭ- 
ρυτος 
magrä see above under gara (b) 
iz 
tagazza’a (V) =al-guz’u lladi la 
yatagazza'u 11b23 τὸ ἄτομον 
tagazzu'un masdar = at-tagazzu'u 
5311 τὸ μεριστόν 
mutagazzi'un act. part. 5a8 
διαιρετός 
Suz’un, pl. agza’un 50291, 
5b21!, 7a11 µέρος = mà là 
guz’a lahü 843 τὸ 018086 = 
al-guz’u lladi là yatagazza’u 
11b23 τὸ ἄτομον 
Suz’iyyun 8a6 µεριστός | 9a2 ἐν 
μέρει 
gzr 
gazrun (I) masdar, w. ‘an 1001 
(10b2) ἀναχώρησις 
gsm 
(gismun) pl. agsamun 6426 σῶμα 
= sem. amplif.; transl. the article 
τά as the implied σώματα: al- 
agsamu 5b11 τὰ κυκλικά | 
5b12 τὰ περὶ τὸ μέσον | (5b22] 
τὰ ἐντιμότατα = al-agsamu 
5020 sem. amplif.; added after 
the pron. ταῦτα referring to 
σώματα 
31 
ga‘ala (I) (a) abs. 5a6 (5a7), 
10b25, 11a23 ποιέω | 9b19 
ποιέω in ποιητέον | 702 (703) 
ποιοῦμαι = 4b21 τίϑημι in 
ϑετέον w. two accus. | 607 
περιτίθηµι = guila pass. 11a10 
transl. the implied copula, to 
ἔμπροσϑεν τὴν φάρυγγα 
sc. εἶναι (b) sem. amplif.: in 


filuhü an yag‘ala mà yag'aluhü 
6a19-20 ποιέω = 11213 add. 
w. reference to gu‘ila 01 0 
= 11b15 add. acc. to sense (c) 
in expr.: $a'ala nazaraht fi 
6a6 (6a7) ἀναφέρω w. πρός- 
ga‘ala bahtahü fi 6213 0 
off 
gafafun (I) masdar, w. ‘an (see 
Dozy) 10b2 ἀναξήρανσις 
gu 
agallu 5a21b μείζων (comp. of 
μέγας) | 9619 μέγιστος | 7a15a 
κάλλιστος = morph.; in agallu 
qadran 10a7 transl. the superl. 
suffix -ώτατος in κυριώτατος 
ím 
gama‘a (I) 7a20 περιτίϑημι 
fami'un 7411 (7a12) ἅπας = 
gami‘u l-asyä’i 4b16, 6a4, 6b7, 
7a21 ἅπαντα | 11a3 πάντα 
| 5a7 πᾶς = in hend.: w. kull 
4b15b πᾶς | w. preceding dual 
subst. or pron. 7a7, 7a8, 9a9 
ἄμφω 
£ml 
gumlatun = bi-1-$umlati 4420, 
8a19, 8b24a, 10b3, 10b10, 11b5 
ὅλως | 11a18b τὸ ὅλον | 11b4 
ὡς εἰπεῖν 
gnb 
mugtanabun (VIII) pass. part. = 
in hend. w. gayru ma'lüfin 9b5 
ἀλλότριος 
ganbatun = ganbatani 11425 
ἑκάτερα 
gns 
ginsun 4b8, 8b20, 9a5, 9a15 yévoc 
= min ginsin wahidin 9a18 
ὁμογενής 
£hl 
gahlun masdar = gayatu |-gahli 
11a21 ἀμαϑέστατος/-ον 
gwd 
gayyidun = al-gayyidu 11a19 τὸ 
ἀγαϑόν 
agwadu 114180 βέλτιον 
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wz hdt 


tagawaza (VI) = in tagawaza kulla 
haddin 8b9 ὑπερβαίνω in 
ὑπερβατός 


gwhr 


gawharun, pl. gawahiru 4a13, 
4b6, 5a8, 7a10a, 8a23, 8b21, 
945, 1083, 10414, 11222, 
11b11, 11b26 οὐσία | 4b11b?? 
sem. amplif.; add. w. ref. to 
οὐσία at 4b6 


htt 


hatta (a) transl. Gr. conj. or 
particles: 4b3, 8a25 ὥστε | 
10815 δέ = hattà anna 10b12 
καί (even) = paraphr. hatta 
yulama 10a22 ὑπέρ (“with 
regard to the subject”) (b) 
morph.; transl. the circumst. 
part.: hatta narudda 7a20 
(7421) συνάγοντας = hatta 
särat 5a19 ἰόντων = hatta 
turaddu 8a3 (8a3-4) in hend. 
ὡς ἄγοντας 


hgg 


huggatun 9b21, 9b22 λόγος | 
9b23b, 9b24a sem. amplif.; add. 
w. ref. to λόγος at 2 


hdd 


hadda (I) 6a25 (6a24), 6b1 (6a28) 
ὁρίζω in ἀόριστος | 707 (7b6) 
ἀφορίζω in ἀφορισμός 

mahdüdun pass. part. 7a17, 
10b22 (10b21) ὡρισμένος | 
10a19 ἀφωρισμένος = gayru 
mahdüdin 6a25 (6a24), 6b1 
(6428), 7a19, 8a12, 11b3 
(1152) ἀόριστος 

tahdidun (II) masdar 6027, 6028 
ὡρίσϑαι 

haddun, pl. hudüdun 9520”, 
11a2, 11b25 ὄρος | 11a20 
ὅρος in ἀοριστία | 8a18 ὅρος 
in ἀόριστον | 7a20 AOYOS = 
tagawaza kulla haddin 8bo 
sem. amplif. ὑπερβατός 


hadata (I) 7218, 8a17 γίνομαι 

hudütun masdar 7b1 γίνομαι | 
8a12 γένεσις 

ahdata (IV) 403 ποιέω in ἐμποι- 
éw = w. li- 8b13 ἐνεργάζομαι 


hdf 


hadafa (I) 6a12 ἀφαιρέω 


hrk 


harraka (II) 7b21 κινέω | 5a5 
sem. amplif.; add. acc. to 
sense | 5a1 sem. amplif. and 
sem. metathesis, pass. / act. 
transformation for xıveiodou at 
4b23 

muharrikun act. part. 5a5* κινέω 
| 5a17b, 7b16!*, 70163, 7b20, 
1041 κινοῦν | 5a18?? sem. 
amplif.; add. w. ref. to κινοῦν 
at 5a17 

taharraka (V) 10a12 κινοῦμαι | 
5a18 sem. amplif. for κινεῖσϑαι 

taharrukun masdar 5a5* κινούμε- 
voc 

mutaharrikun act. part. 5b2 
κινούμενος | 5b12, 9812 
πινητός | 4022, 10820 κινητός 
in ἀκίνητος 

harakatun (a) 4b4a, 4020, 4022, 
5a5, 5a25a, 5b3a, 6a13, 
7b12, 7b14, 10a20, 10b12 
κίνησις | 5a3, 5418, 5b7, 
5b23 sem. amplif. for the 
implied πίνησις = al-harakatu 
4023, 1089 τὸ xıveiodau (b) 
5b25a, 6a7, 10414, 10816, 
10b28a περιφορά | 5 
sem. amplif.; add. w. ref. to 
περιφορά at 10014 = 5a16, 
9b25, 10418 φορά | 5b28 φορά 
in χυχλοφορία (c) 11b27 ὁρμή 


hss 


mahsüsun (I) pass. part. = al- 
asya’u l-mahsüsatu 4420, 
4b19, 6b8, 7b15, 9b3, 11b18 
τὰ αἰσθητά 

hissun 7019, 8b10 αἴσθησις 
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(hassatun) pl. al-hawassu 5b5, 9 
αἱ αἰσθήσεις 
hsb 
hasiba (I) = fi-mà ahsibu 6a12 
ἴσως 
hasabun = ‘ala hasabi w. gen. 23 
κατά = sem. amplif.; in $arà 
bi-hasabihi 7a6b κατά 
hss 
(hissatun) pl. hisasun 6a20 ψῆφος 
hsy 
ahsa (IV) =lä yuhsä 11417 
ἄπειρος 
htt 
inhatta (VII) 10a3 ὑποβαίνω 
hqq 
istahaqqa (X) 7018 sem., etym.; 
transl. ἄξιος in ἀξιόπιστος 
haqqun 6b16 ἀλήϑεια = morph.; 
transl. the gen. of possession 
used as predicate to denote duty 
or task: haqqu |-ma‘rifati 5 
ἐπιστήμης (sc. ἐστί) 
ahaqqu bi- 641 morph.; transl. the 
superl. suffix in ϑειότατον = in 
hend. ahaqqu wa-awlà bi- 6b26 
δέον | 6b28 οἰκειότατος 
hkm 
hikmatun 8bg σοφία 
hil 
inhalla (VII) = in hend. inqata'a 
wa-nhalla 6a18 παύομαι 
hml 
ihtamala (VIII) 11a6 ἐνδέχομαι 
muhtamilun act.part. 5b18 
morph.; transl. -τος (denoting 
possibility) in ἀσύνδετος 
hngr 
hangaratun 11a10 φάρυγξ 
hws 
ihtaga (VIII) w. ila 5a14, 5b27, 
9a20 δέομαι (δέω deponent) 
| 7b6 ζητέω| 4a20-21 sem., 
etym.; transl. χρέος (or 
χρεία) in ἀξιόχρεως = in 
hend. yuhtagu ilayhi hagatan 
darüratan 9b18 ἀναγκαῖον 


hagatun 9b18 as maf'ül mutlaq to 
ihtaga ila 
hwl 
istihälatun (X) masdar 10b5 
(1064) ἀλλοίωσις 
halun (a) in phrases w. ‘ala: ‘ala 
hälin 10a14 ἓν | 5b6 ὡς | 
{8b14} add. in Ar. = ‘ala kulli 
hàlin {5b15} corrupt text? (b) 
in other expr.: halun wahidatun 
10b20 ταὐτά = al-hàlu fihi 
5b19 ἔχω denoting a state = 
häluhü 12a2 ἔχω denoting a 
state 
hawla {5b17} morph.; transl. the 
dat. in γαίῃ 
hyy 
hayätun 4b3, 5b3b, 10816, 10817 
ζωή 
hayawänun, pl. hayawänätun οὓς, 
7a22, 7b4, 8a5, 8b27, 9a14, 
1085, 10813, 10817, 10b7, 
10017 (10018), 1148 ζῷον = 
in phrase bayna l-hayawani wa- 
n-nabäti {7a22} mistranslation 
of πομφόλυξ 
hyt 
haytu 11a8 ὅπου 
hyr 
tahayyara (V) w. fi 7b10 ἀπορέω | 
5a23 ἀπορέω in ἄπορον 
hayratun = in mawdi'u hayratin 
10b24b ἀπορία in ἄπορον = 
in hend. Sakkun wa-hayratun 
8013 ἀπορία 
hyn 
hina’idin 9b11 ἔτι in οὐχέτι 


br 

hurügun (I) masdar w. ‘an 8218, 
11a20, 11b3, 11b4!? sem.; 
etym.; transl the privative 
alpha in ἀόριστος, ἀοριστία, 
ἄπειρον, ἄτακτον, ἀμορφία 

harigun act. part. w. ‘an 9b5 
ἀναιρέω | 946 παρά w. accus. 

ahraga (IV) 8a11 ἄγω 
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ibtara'a (VIII) 4a21b μηχανάομαι 
hss 
ahassu 708, 8a24 χεῖρον 
hss 
hassa (I) 4b21 ἴδιον 
hassun act. part. 8022, 9816 ἴδιος 
= in hend. mulä’imun hassun 
10210 
hässatun = hassatan 9519, 10a10 
μάλιστα 
hässiyyun 8b21, 8626, 9220 ἴδιος 
= hässiyyan 8026 ἰδίᾳ 
ahassu w. gen. and bi- 10517 
(10b16) μάλιστα 
htt 
(hattun) pl. hutütun 8026 γραμμή 
htr 
hatarun 4b5 κύριος in πυριώτα- 
TOV 
htw 
tahattä (V) 6a3 ὑπερβαίνω in 
ὑπερβατόν 
hfy 
hafiya (I) 5a17 sem. metathesis; 
neg. / affirm. transformation ob 
φαίνομαι in ἀφανής 
hif 
ihtalafa (VII) 8b19 διαφέρω 
ihtiläfun masdar 5b2*, 60512, 
8b16, 8b17, 9a17 διαφορά 
muhtalifun act. part. 11a1a 
διαφορά = in hend. katirun 
muhtalifun 7b1* transl. Gr. 
variant ποικίλος instead of 
ποικιλία 
hlq 
baliqun an 8a3 ἴσως | 10627 ἄρα 
ahlaqu bi- 4b16, 5b19, 6a2, 6b20, 
6b24, 8a15a, 8b11, 9a21, 9b6, 
9b13 τάχα | 4b13 ἴσως | 8b20 
σχεδόν | 6a14 ὥσπερ | 6 
ἔοικα 
hlw 
halä’un (I) masdar 6b1 xevóv 
hilwun min 8b5, 11b5 ἄνευ 
mā hala 6b6, 7a2* πλήν = sem. 


amplif.; sViru s-subuli ma hala 
hädihi s-sabili 6b19! ἐκεῖναι 
(sc. at μέθοδοι) 
hwf 
hafa (I) 7b17 xivöuvög ἐστι 
hyr 
bayrun 8bı ἀγαθός 
(hayratun) pl. al-hayratu 6 
(8427) ἐσϑλά 


dhl 
dabala (I) = in phrase mà yadhulu 
fi 8b8 εἰς = in phrase ma 
yadhulu š-šakku fihi 10b17 
paraphr. τὸ δοκοῦν = 11b3 
sem. amplif.; add. acc. to 
sense 
dähilun act. part. = in phrase 
dahilun tahta 9a13 ὑπό 
madhülun pass. part. 4a14* 
ἐπεισοδιώδης 
adhala (IV) in adhala fi idädi w. 
gen. 807 πρός in προσκαταρι- 
ϑμέω 
drk 
adraka (IV) 6a27 ἐφάπτομαι | 
9b8 (9b9) ϑεωρέω 
idrakun masdar 4b14b λαμβάνω 
dw 
da‘ä (I) w. ilā 10a26 sem. amplif.; 
add. acc. to sense 
da‘in act. part. = sem. amplif. da'in 
ilā 5b4b πρός 
df 
dufatun = duf‘atan 6a17 εὐϑύς 
dll 
dalla (I) w. ‘ala 6a28 δηλόω | 7012 
sem. amplif.; add. acc. to sense 
dalilun ‘ala 702 παράδειγµα 
dwr 
(dawrun) pl. adwarun (I) masdar 
7813 περίοδος 
dawriyyun 543, 5816, 557, 5011, 
5023, 5b25a (5b24) κυκλικός | 
5028 κύκλος in κυκλοφορία 
dwl 
tadawala (VI) {6b10} Ἑστιαῖος 
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dwm 
dawamun (I) masdar = ad- 
dawamu 11a7 τὸ dei 
dà'imun act. part. = dä’iman 7016, 
10b20 dei 
dwn 
dünun = in phrase ‘ala düni w. 
gen. 8316 ἧττον 
düna = in expr. düna gayrihi 5 b11 
µόνον adv. 
dymwgryts 11b22 Δημόκριτος 


d 
dalika (a) transl. various Gr. 

pronouns: 5b14, 6a3, 9a25, 
10b25, 11b5, 11b20 οὗτος | 
7a14a οὗτος in τοιοῦτος | in 
ka-dàlika 4a17 οὗτος in οὕτως 
= in ka-dälika 11a8 αὐτός- 
5a4a, 7a10b ἐκεῖνος = 7202 ὧν 
rel. pron. | in li-dälika 9b15 6 
in διό = in dälika/hädä 9b6-7, 
9b7 6/6 in 6 μέν/ὁ δέ |] 6 
τάς (b) in expr.: wa-dälika 
anna 4a21, 4b4a, 4b15b, 54124, 
5b3a, 5b8, 5b15, 5b2 1, 6b19, 
7893, 8a16, 8610, 8017, 8021, 
9a15, 9427, 10816, 10b19, 
1148, 11a16 γάρ | 7b15, 9b17, 
1143 ἔπεί = maʻa dälika 5a28b 
ἄλλως τε | 609 ἔτι δή = wa- 
ων maʻa dälika 9b18 (9b17- 
18) καὶ ἄλλως ... Xo... = Wa- 
maʻa dälika aydan 9a6 sem. 
amplif. καί = wa-min qibali 
dälika 11b7 διὸ καί = ka-dalika 
— ka- (c) sem. amplif.: add. 
to refer to a stated antecedent 
6a27°, 7a1, 7a3, 7b11, 7b18, 
8410, 947, 9818, 9826, 9b9, 
9b11, 9b20, 9b22, 1084, 10819, 
10427, 10b17, 11b10 = add. to 
refer to a prospective statement 
7b20, 11a6 = add. in the transl. 
of Gr. comp. adj. after min 
5a21b, 7b19 = add. to express 
the subject of the verb {5b1}, 


5b28 = add. acc. to sense 4b12b, 
4b17, 5a9, 54220, 5bs, 5013, 
5b18, 5b19, 8a19 (d) sem. 
amplif.; add. in the expanded 
transl. of various terms and 
expressions: mitalu dalika 
9a12, 1149 oiov = mitla dälika 
11b17 τοιοῦτος = as-sababu 
11201 lahü sara dälika ka-dälika 
5a17b οὗ χάριν | 10a1 τὸ τίνος 
ἕνεκα = sa’ iru ma siwa dälika 
6a27! (6426) τὰ ἄλλα = an 
naküna fi dalika mudtarrina 
4b13 ἀνάγκη, sc. ἡμῖν > lam 
yadkur dalika 6b5 in context 
ὡσαύτως 
dkr 
dakara (I) 5a8 (5a9), 9427 
(10a1), 11b14 λέγω | 605 sem. 
concentr. μνείαν ποιοῦμαι- 
paraphr. lam yadkur dalika 
6bs in context Ὡσαύτως = sem. 
amplif.; add. acc. to sense 6b15, 
9b25, 10a4 
dakirun act. part. = hadihi llati 
ana dakiruha 8a8 sem. amplif. 
τοιάδε 
(dakarun) pl. duküratun 10b8 
ἄρρην 
dhb 
(madhabun) pl. madahibu 10a28 
ἔφοδος 
dw 
dü morph.; in compound words, 
it transl. suffixes and prefixed 
prep.: in dà ta$awwuqin 5b11 
-υκός (suffix indicating relation 
or ability) in ἐφετικός = in 
dü nutqin 7b18 -wöng in 
λογῶδες = in dà migdärin 5a8 
-oc (masc. personal suffix) in 
ποσός = in dü nafsin 5b2, 7417, 
11a16 èv- in ἔμψυχος 
dätun 8b23 &avtóc = in min 
datiha 7a18 transl. αὐτός (self) 
in αὐτομάτως | 10b27b αὐτός 
(self) in αὐτόματον 
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ry 
τὰ ἃ (I) 10b22 δοκέω = pass. 
(yurä) 4422, 5b3a δοκέω 
(impers. δοκεῖ) ه‎ 1 
sem. amplif.; add. acc. to 
sense 
rbb 
rubba-mä 4518 sem. amplif.; 
added to reflect taxa. in 4b16 
(see note to the Ar. transl.) 
rbt 
irtibätun (VIII) masdar 5b18 
sem., etym.; συνδέω in 
ἀσύνδετος 
rbk 
irtabaka (VIII) w. fi 9b2 ἀπορέω 
in ἄπορον 
rtb 
tartibun (II) masdar 6028 τάξις 
martabatun 5a9 (5a10) μερίς | 
5a12 λόγος (see note to the Ar. 
transl.) 
rdd 
radda (I) w. ila 7022 ἄγω ἐπί | 3 
(8a4) ἄγω εἰς | 6b11 ἀνάγω eic 
| 7a20 (7a21) συνάγω πρός | 
651312 ἀνάπτω eic 
rd’ 
radrun =ar-radi’u 11419 (11a20) 
τὸ κακόν 
rf 
rafa‘a (I) 5a9 ἐξαίρω = w. ‘an 5a11 
ἀφαιρέω in ἀφαιρετέος 
irtafa‘a (VIII) 11b11 ἀναιροῦμαι 
rqy 
taraqqà (V) 9b10 µεταβαίνω | 
6b14 sem. amplif.; add. acc. to 
sense 
rwm 
rama (I) 6bo πειρῶμαι | 407 
πειράω in πειρατέον 


Z'ws 5b16 Ζεύς 
zll 

zalalun 9b16 ἀπάτη 
zmn 

zamänun 6b3 χρόνος 


zwl 
zàla (I) 6a13 sem. metathesis; 
pass. / act. transformation 
ἀφαιροῦμαι pass. 
zawalun masdar 6a13 sem. 
amplif.; added to refer to 
ἀφαίρεσις in ἀφαιρεῦεῖσα 
zyd 
zaidun (I) act. part. 4b10 
περιττός 
zyn 
zinatun 11213 5 
sr 
sa irun (a) abs., w. gen. 6a17}, 
6b18, 9b27, 11b19 ἄλλος (b) 
w. a foll. subst. add. to express 
the implied Gr. referent: sa'iru 
l-a$yà'i 4b14a, 6012, 8a2, 1044, 
11b19 τὰ ἄλλα | 6b4 τὰ λοιπά 
= sa iru s-subuli 6022 ai λοιπαί 
= sä’iru l-'ulümi 7a1 αἱ λοιπαί, 
= sa iru l-agsämi 5b12 τά (pl. 
neuter article as subst. maker) 
(c) sem. amplif.; interpr.: sa'iru 
ma siwa dalika 6a27 (6a26) và 
ἄλλα = sä’iru mà fihà 7a6a τὰ 
ἄλλα = sViru s-subuli mà hala 
hadihi s-sabili 6b19 ἐχεῖναι (sc. 
αἱ μέθοδοι) = in hend. w. allati 
tattasilu bihà 60172 ἐφεξῆς 
sl 
sa'ala (I) w. ‘an 10a28, 10b3, 
10b4, 10b6 sem. metathesis; 
direct /indirect question 
transformation: add. to express 
the interrogation indicated by 
τίνος at 10428 
sá'ilun act. part.; sem. metathesis 
as above 
sbb 
sababun (a) abs. 4b21, 4b23 (5a1), 
5022, 7b19, 8b11, 9b11 αἰτία | 
5b7, 9a1 (9a2), 9b8 αἴτιον (b) 
sem. amplif.: 5b8 add. for the 
implied αἴτιον at 5b7 | {5b8*}, 
{5b9} add. for αἴτιον at 507, 
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(mis)understood as αἰτία = 
11b2 add. acc. to sense (c) sem. 
amplif. in expr.: as-sababu lladi 
lahü 5a23 πῶς | 10b23b τίνος 
ἕνεκα = as-sababu lladi lahü 
sara dälika ka-dälika 5a17b οὗ 
χάριν | 1041 τὸ τίνος ἕνεκα 
= as-sababu lladi lahu sara 
l-amru yagri ‘ala ma yagri 
'alayhi 10a28 τίνος ἕνεκα 
sbl 
sabilun, pl. subulun (a) abs. 6b18? 
μέθοδος (b) morph: sulüku 
sabilin uhrà 4b17 transl. the 
adv. suffix -ως in σαφεστέρως 
and πιστικωτέρως (c) sem. 
amplif.: transl. the subst. 
referred to by pron.: 6b19! 
ἐκεῖναις | 6022 λοιπαῖς = fi 
hadihi s-sabili 6021 ἔνθα = 
6b18!, 6b19? add. acc. to sense 
sbwsbs 6b6, 11223 0 
str 
satrun (I) masdar 10b13 ἐπιπρόσ- 
ϑησις 
sr‘ 
asra‘u 11a18a ἀκαριαῖος 
sth 
(sathun) pl. sutühun 6a26 
ἐπίπεδον 
skn 
sakana (I) 10a15 ἠρεμέω 
sukünun masdar 5a24b, 7b10 
ἠρεμία | 7b16 τὸ ἠρεμεῖν | 6a8 
τὸ πεπαῦσϑαι 
säkinun act. part. 8a1 ἠρεμῶν 
slb 
salbun (I) masdar 5413 ἀπόφασις 
sls 
salisun {6a20} sem. etym.; transl. 
ev in Εὔρυτος 
slk 
sulükun (I) masdar 9b4 eig | 
4b17 morph.; in phrase sulüku 
sabilin uhrä transl. the adv. 
suffix -ως in σαφεστέρως and 
πιστικωτέρως 


smw 
samä’un 5b20, 6a7, 6a8, 6a14, 
6b3, 6b4, 7a11, 8a6, 9b24b, 
10814, 10418 οὐρανός 
samäwiyyun 10418, 10427, 11919 
οὐράνιος 
smy 
samiyyun 10a13, 10a15 ὁμώνυ- 
μος 
snh/w/y 
sanatun = in gen., as second ele- 
ment in an idäfa construction 
as-sanati 7b3 ἐτήσιος 
shl 
sahlun 4b17, 9b2, 104234 ῥάδιος 
swd 
aswadu 8b4 μέλας 
swy 
siwan = sá'iru mà siwa dälika 6a27 
(6a26) sem. amplif. τὰ ἄλλα 
$n 
Sa’nun = in expr. min ša’nihî an 
9b24a πέφυκε (GALex 1,415 
$7) = in expr. min ša’nihî an 
yaküna 6a21 τυγχάνω 
$bh 
tasbihun (II) masdar 4b13 
ὁμοίωσις 
mutasabihun (VI) act. part. 821, 
8b3 ὅμοιος 
(Sibhun) pl. asbähun w. gen. 9b14 
τοῖος in τοιοῦτος 
Sabahun, pl. asbahun 4422 µορφή 
| 5b1 ὁμοιότης 
Sabihun bi- 5a10 morph.; transl. 
the -iog suffix indicating descent 
in ϑεῖος in ϑειότερος 
asbahu bi- 5a10 morph.; transl. 
the comp. suffix -τερος in 
δειότερος | 6025 transl. the 
suffix -nóg in δυναμικός 
&tt 
(Satitun) pl. Satta 8b9 sem. etym.; 
transl. πολλά in πολλαχῶς 
= min gihatin Satta 1 
πλεοναχῶς 
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shs 
($Sahsun) pl. ashäsun 9a3 ἄτομον 
ξάά 
aSaddu 496, 7014. 10a7 morph.; 
transl. the comp. suffix -τερος 
in πρότερος 
δά 


ooo 


äddun 7a2* ὀλίγος 
sr‘ 

Sara‘a (I) w. fi 6b12 ἅπτομαι w. 
gen. = fadlan ‘an an yasra‘t fihi 
6bs sem. amplif. ἔτι 

&rf 
Sarafun 5b22 sem., etym.; transl. 
τιμή in ἐντιμότατα 
asrafu w. min 10b26, 11411 
τιμιώτερος | w. foll. gen. 6b28 
τιμιώτατος 
srk 
musärikun (III) act. part.; in 
musärikun li-l-maddati 7a7 
morph.; transl. -v«óc in ÜAıXög 


ta$a“ubun (V) masdar; in hend. w. 
mugtarifatun 10b1 ἀνάρροια 


$a'run 10b10 ϑρίξ 

Sirun = in expr. layta Si‘ri {6a16b} 
ἀξιώσειεν ἄν | 10a24 morph.; 
transl. the interr. sense in 
πόϑεν = in expr. ya laita širi 
10416 0 

$kk 

$akkun (I) masdar 10219 
(10a20) ἀπορία | 10a20 
sem. amplif. w. ref. to ἄπο- 
oia in the same line = in 
hend. Sakkun wa-hayratun 
8b13 ἀπορία = interpr. mà 
yadhulu š-šakku fihi 10b17 
τὸ δοκοῦν 

tasakkaka (V) 6a6, 6024 ἀπορέω 

tasakkukun masdar 8421 ἀπορία 

&kl 

muSakkalun (II) pass. part. 7a6b 
ἔμμορφος = gayru musakkalin 
6024 ἄμορφος = 7a7 sem. 


amplif.; add. acc. to sense to 
refer to ἔμμορφος 
mudáakalatun (III) masdar 8a20 
ὁμοιότης 
(Saklun) pl. askälun 4422, 9b26 
,  Oxiuo | 7212 μορφή 
sms 
Samsun 705 ἥλιος 
sn‘ 
Sani‘un 5a17*, 5014 6 
Sana‘atun = in hend. min aš- 
$aná'ati mà huwa abda'u 6 
TO παράδοξον 
shd 
$ahida (I) w. bi- 20ج‎ 7 
shw 
Sahwatun, pl. Sahawatun (1) 
masdar 5a20!, 5a24a, 5b4b, 
5b10, 6a9, 11414 ὄρεξις | 5420 
sem. amplif. for ὄρεξις in the 
same line 
istaha (VIII) 5b4b ὀρέγομαι as 
implied in ἕκαστον (sc. τῶν 
OQEXTOV) 


2 


swb 
Saba (1) {7b11}, {7b13} ἀνάπτω 
$wr 
musärun (IV) pass. part. = in expr. 
hada (S-Say’u) al-musäru ilayhi 
6a21, 8a17 ὅδε 
$wq 
Sawqun (I) masdar 6a12 ὄρεξις 
taSawwaqa (V) w. ila 11a6 
ὀρέγομαι | 5815 sem. amplif. 
for ἐφίεμαι in ἔφεσις 5414 
ta$awwuqun masdar 5a14, 
5a28b!, 6a9 ἔφεσις | 5511, 
5b12 transl. ἔφεσις in ἔφε- 
τυκός | 6a10 τὸ ὀρέγε- 
σϑαι 
mutaSawwiqun act. part. 5815 
sem. amplif. for ἐφίεμαι in 
ἔφεσις at 5414 = (al-a$ya'u) 
l-muta$awwigatu 8a1 τὰ 
ὀρεγόμενα 
mutaSawwaqun pass. part., w. ila 
5022 
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$ä’a (I) 6a2 βούλομαι | 11b10 
προαιροῦμαι 

Say’un, pl. asyä’u (a) abs.; transl. 
Gr. indef. pron. and pron. adj.: 
5a8 (5a9), 5b18, 5b27, 6a22, 
845 (8a6), 8615, 8b23, 8b24a, 
9a27, 10b27a, 11b15 τι indef. 
ἐπε]. | 10322, 10b19, 11a1b, 
11b26 tov indef. encl. | 10b3 
ἄλλο = a$yà'u 7423 ἕτερα | 
9418, 10825 ἔνια = w. neg.: 
7813 εἷς in μηδείς | 10b18 εἷς 
in οὐϑείς | 10a17 (Ar. read 
μηδέν for μηδ᾽ ἐν), 10a22 Ev 
in μηδέν | 10218 (Ar. read 


οὐδέν for οὐδ᾽ ἐν) Ev in οὐδέν 


= in expr. δαγ un ba‘da Say in 
10b3 ἄλλοτ᾽ ἄλλο = in expr. 
Say’un ila Sayin 10b5 πρὸς 
ἄλλοτ᾽ ἄλλο = in expr. min 


agli Say’in 10a22, 11b26 ἕνεκά 


του | 11b15 τινὸς χάριν (b) 
abs.; transl. the neuter article, 
sing. and pl., in its function 
as subst. maker (b1) sing.: aš- 
Say’u bi-‘aynihi 8b24b τό in 
τὸ αὐτό =as-Say’u wähidun 
bi-‘aynihi 9a4 τό in τὸ αὐτό = 
aS-Say’u l-mawdü'u 9a9 τὸ in 
τὸ ὑποκείμενον = mà huwa 
$-Say'u 8b22 τὸ τί ἦν εἶναι 
(02) pl.: a$ya'u 10b7 τά in τὰ 
μέν wo. δέ = a$ya'u/a$ya'u 
8b12-13 τά in τὰ μέν/τὰ 

δέ = in alphabetical order of 
the Ar. qualifying subst. al- 
asya'u l-azaliyyatu 4a16 τὰ 


ἀΐδια | al-asya’u 1-bidu 8b3 τὰ 


λευκά | al-asya’u 1-Suz’iyyatu 
8a6 τὰ µεριστά | al-aSya’u l- 
mutaharrikatu 5b2, 9a12 τὰ 
κινούμενα, τὰ κινητά | al- 


asya’u l-mahsüsatu 4220, 4019, 
7015, 9b3, 11018 τὰ αἰσθητά | 


al-asyä’u l-hässiyyatu 8021 τὰ 
ἴδια | al-asya’u d-dawriyyatu 


5015 τὰ κυκλικά | al-asya’u 
s-südu 854 (τὰ) μέλανα | 
(al-asyä’u) l-mutasawwiqatu 
8a1* τὰ ὀρεγόμενα | al-asya’u 
llati fi gäyati d-diyà'i 9b13 

τὰ φωτεινότατα | al-a$ya'u 
t-tabi‘iyyatu 453, 4023 τὰ 

τῆς φύσεως | al-asya’u ]- 
ma'qülatu 4219, 954 τὰ νοητά 
| al-asyä’u llati tu‘lamu 8022 
τὰ ϑεωρούμενα | al-asya’u 
llati tu‘malu 943 τὰ ποιητά | 
al-asya’u |-qabilatu 11-1-2530 
4416-17 τὰ φϑαρτά | al-a$ya'u 
llati tuf alu 9a3 τὰ πραχτά 

| al-asyä’u lati tugälu 9b1 

τὰ λεγόμενα | al-asya’u l- 
kulliyyatu 8018 τὰ καθόλου 

| al-asyä’u I-mawgüdatu 6311, 
8a9 τὰ ὄντα = ba du 1-1 
6428 τὰ μέν = sa'iru l-a$ya'i 
4b14a, 6b12, 8a2, 10a4, 11b19 
τὰ ἄλλα | 6417 τὰ ἐφεξῆς | 
604 τὰ λοιπά = hadihi l-a$ya'u 
848, 1143 τά in τὰ τοιάδε (c) 
sem. amplif.; transl. the implied 
subst. in Gr. pron., pron. adj., 
and adj. (c1) interr. pron.: ayyu 
Say in, ayyu l-a$yà'i 5a15?, 9b3, 
9b19, 1241 τίς, τί | 4418, sa15!, 
6b23 ποῖος (c2) relative and 
demonstr. pron.: a$-Say'u lladi 
7b21 6 = hädä &-say'u l-mušāru 
ilayhi 8a17 τόδε (c3) pron. adj.: 
a$ya'u uharu 654, 1056 teoa 
= a$yà'u ubaru gayruht 11b17! 
ἄλλα = al-asya’u kulluhä 8b1, 
802, 10422, 11b9 πάντα | 11b1 
ἅπαντα = gami'u |-αδγᾶἸ 4b16, 
6a4, 607, 7a21 ἅπαντα | 5a7, 
1183 πάντα = in hend. gami‘u 
l-asya’i kulluhà 4b15b πάντα 
= kullu Sayin 11a5 ἅπαντα = 
kullu wahidin mina l-asya’i 
8b22, 9a11 (9a10) ἕκαστος 

= al-a$yà'u ... gayru w. gen. 
8b17 ἕτερα (c4) adj.: a$ya'u 
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sy: $a’a (continued) 
mutadaddatun 11b11, 11b12 
ἐναντία = asya’u katiratun 
{400} ὀλίγα | 1113 0 
| 8b24b πλείονα = asya’u 
yasiratun 11a19 OAtya (d) 
sem. amplif.; add. acc. to 
sense 6a1, 6b13, 8a20, 984233, 
9824, 9826, 9b2, 11172 (e) 
individuating use of Say’un, 
helping to transl. abstract Gr. 
subst. (cf. GALex 1,392, amrun 
46) asyä’u darüriyyatun 10b19 
ἀνάγκαι 

sy‘ 

si'at w. gen. 6b6 οἱ περί | 11b27 οἱ 


shh 
sihhatun 8a16 ἀλήϑεια in ἀληϑές 
asahhu 8b11, 9b14, 9b23a 
ἀληϑέστερος 
sdq 
saddaqa (II) w. bi- 7018 πίστις in 
ἀξιόπιστος 
tasdiqun masdar, w. bi- 9517 
πίστις = in aqrabu ila t-tasdiqi 
4b18 sem., etym.; transl. πίστις 
in πιστικοτέρως 
250301152122 800 
s‘b 
sa‘uba (I) 7419 χαλεπόν 
sa‘bun 4b18 (4b17), 9b16 
χαλεπός 
as‘abu 9a26 χαλεπώτερος 
sgr 
asgaru 7a16 ἐλάχιστος in 
τοὐλάχιστον 
sn‘ 
sina‘atun, pl. sina‘atun 7a4, 8a12, 
8a20! τέχνη = in sina‘atu n- 
nugümi 9b27, 1085 λόγος in 
ἀστρολογία 
snf 
sinfun, pl. asnäfun {11a1a} 
(10b28) ἀλλήλων | 7a7, 7b4, 
8b27 sem. amplif.; add. acc. to 
sense 


swb 
sawäbun {8a26} καθόλου 
swr 
süratun, pl. suwarun 60131, 
10b28b ἰδέα | 8a18, 9a5 εἶδος 
| zbı (7a23), 8a9, 10b23a 
(10b22), 11b22 µορφή (b) 
sem.; etym.; 8a13 transl. µορφή 
in μορφοῦμαι | 11b4 µορφή 
in ἀμορφία (c) interpr.: 6b13? 
add. as the subst. referred to by 
ταύτας | 6b15 add. as the subst. 
referred to by τῶν εἰρημένων 
Syr 
sara (I) (a) abs. 5a20 εἶμι |8422 
(8a23) eiut | 5b11, 5b21, 7b8, 
8a9 add. for the unexpressed 
copula εἰμί (b) in phrase sara 
lahü 6a20 διατίϑημι | 10b22 
ἔχω (c) synt., as auxiliary verb: 
sara yatlubu 5a24a διώκω = 
sara yaqülu 5a25b pnui = şirna 
naqülu 802 λέγομεν = sara 
là yaqa'u 9b15 οὐκ ἔστιν (d) 
interpr.; sem. amplif.: as-sababu 
11201 lahü sara dalika ka-dalika 
5a17 οὗ χάριν | 10a1 τὸ τίνος 
ἕνεχα = as-sababu lladi lahü 
sara l-amru yagri ‘ala ma yagri 
‘alayhi 10a28 τίνος ἕνεκα. (e) 
11b8 sem. amplif. add. acc. to 
sense 
ddd 
tadaddun (VI) masdar 11b2 
ἀντίϑεσις 
mutadaddun act. part. 7 
ἐναντίος | 5a16 ὑπεναντίος 
| 6b18* τοὐναντίον = al- 
mutadäddätu 8a23, 8b5 (τὰ) 
ἐναντία | 7a9b ἀντικείμενα = 
asya’u mutadaddatun 11511, 
11b12 évavtia 
drr 
mudtarrun (VII) pass. part., w. 
ila 4b13 ἀνάγκη 
darüratun 10426 ἀνάγκη = in 
hend. wagaba darüratan 8b19 
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ἀνάγκη = in hend. yuhtägu 
ilayhi hagatan darüratan 9b18 
ἀναγκαῖον 
darüriyyun 11b16 ἀνάγκη- 
a$ya'u darüriyyatun 10b19 
ἀνάγκαι 
df 
du‘fun = in hend. du‘fun wa- 
‘agzun 5b13 ἀδύνατος = in 
hend. dufun wa-kalālun 5b14 
ἀσθένεια 
dhy 
mudahin (III) act. part. 11b6 
ἰσομοιρέω 
dw 
dawun 801512 ρῶς 
diya'un 9b13 φῶς in φωτεινό- 
TOTO 
dyf 
adafa (IV) w. ilā 1158 0 


tb' 
tab'un 7a5a φύσις 
tabi‘atun, pl. taba’i‘u 4a17, 40231”, 
4b4b, 4bo, 4b20, 5a2, 7a17 
(7a18), 8a22, 8b8, 9413, 9b20, 
10a2, 1086, 10022, 1145, 
11421, 1105 (1106), 11025 
φύσις | 9b21* sem. amplif.; 
add. w. ref. to 9b20 
tabi'iyyun 5a24a, 10a8 φυσικός 
| 4b3, 5a1 τῆς φύσεως | 10a9 
sem. amplif.; add. w. ref. to 
φυσικός at 10a8 
trf 
(tarafun) pl. aträfun 8b10 ἄκρον 
trq 


tariqun (a) abs. 9b4 ὁδός = w. gen. 


7012 ὡς (b) w. prep. bi-, ‘ala, 
min (b1) bi-tariqi w. gen., bi- 
tarigin 4b12b, 4b13, 6a9 κατά 
w. accus. = at-tariqu lladi bihî 
9a10 sem. metathesis; interr. 

/ affirm. transformation πῶς 
(b2) ‘ala tariqi w. gen. 7b11, 
11b13 ὡς | 8023 κατά | 10a26 
morph.; transl. the adv. suffix 


-wç in συμπτωματικῶς (ba) 
min tariqi anna 5b18 ὥσπερ | 
9219, 9a22, 9423 τῷ 
ΠΡ 
talaba (I) 54245 διώκω | 9521 
ζητέω | 54254 sem. amplif. for 
διώκω at 5a24 
talabun masdar 9b2 Cytéw in 
ζητητέον implied in μέχρι 
πόσου (sc. ζητητέον) = in 
hend. talabun wa-bahtun (in 
paraphr. fihi mawdi‘u talabin 
wa-bahtin) 5b11 ζητέω in 
ἐπιζητέω 
matlübun pass. part. 9515 sem. 
amplif.; add. acc. to sense 
tlq 
itlaqun (IV) masdar = in expr. ‘ala 
1-itlaqi 4b20, 5a9, 8b13, 9b7, 
1089, 1134, 11a5 ἁπλῶς 
mutlaqun pass. part.» mutlaqan 
1143 ἁπλῶς 
tym’ws 6027 Τίμαιος 


znn 
zanna (I) abs. 6b12, 8a21, 8a25 
δοχέω | 1048 οἴομαι = w. bi- 
7b19, 8b4, 9a26, 10a25, 11b18 
δοκέω 
zhr 
zahara (I) 11a14 ἐμφαίνω = w. li- 
8b14 ἐμφαίνομαι 


‘ŠZ 
‘agzun (I) masdar 9b12 ἀσθένεια 
= w. ‘an 7b16 ἀδύνατος | 5b28 
sem.metathesis; neg. / affirm. 
transformation un δύνασῦαι 
= in hend. du'fun wa-‘agzun 
5b13 ἀδύνατος 
‘agizun act. part. 708 ἀδύνατος 
‘dd 
‘adadun, pl. a‘dadun 4b4a, 4b8, 
5a26b, 5a27b, 6821, 632213, 
6a25, 6b2, 6b14, 8b26, 9a5 
ἀριϑμός | 11a19 πλῆδος- 
sem. amplif.: 5a27a add. for 
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‘dd: ‘adadun (continued) 
ἀριϑμός at 5a26 | 6b14 add. 
as the referent of the pron. 
τούτων 
“idädun = in expr. fi idädi w. 
gen. 8b7 χαταριϑμέω in 
προσχαταριϑμέω 
‘dl 
mu‘ädilun (III) act. part. 8a24 
ἰσόμοιρος in ἰσομοιρέω 
‘dm 
‘adamun (I) masdar 7b12 
στέρησις 
‘adimun = sem., etym.; transl. 
privative alpha in ‘adimu n- 
nafsi 7a17 ἄψυχος 
td 
‘arada (I) 6b17, 11b11 συμβαίνω 
| 10b4 (10bs) γίνομαι | 9b13, 
10b3, 11b14 sem. amplif.; add. 
acc. to sense 
‘aradun, pl. a‘radun 6a9, 3 
συμβεβηκός | 5b24 κατὰ 
συμβεβηκός = 'aradun 
lazima 10018 σύμπτωμα 
= in hend. al-ittifaqu wa-l- 
‘aradu 10a26 σύμπτωμα in 
συμπτωματικῶς 
‘rf 
ma‘rifatun (I) masdar, w. bi- 
802113 (8b20), 8b25 ἐπιστήμη 
| 8b27 sem. amplif.; add. as 
the referent of the article ἢ 
(ἐπιστήμη) = al-ma'rifatu 
8b16, 9410 τὸ ἐπίστασϑαι 
| 9b22 τὸ εἰδέναι = in hend. 
w. innahü yu‘lamu 9424 τὸ 
εἰδέναι 


‘azizun = in hend. w. qalilun 11a24 
(11a23) σπάνιος 
4 
‘attala (II) 6323 καταπαύομαι 
ta'tilun masdar 7b12 ἀργία 
m 
‘azimun 10b11 μέγεθος 
a‘zamu w. gen. 7b2, 10b16 


μέγιστος | 7b19 (7b18) μείζω | 
4b5 morph.; transl. the superl. 
-ώτατος İN κυριώτατον 
‘qd 

i‘taqada (VIII) 11b21 λαμβάνω 
| 11b22 ὑποτίϑεμαι | {6a16b} 
(6a17) ἀποδίδωμι = i‘taqada 
fihi anna (to regard s.th. as) 
4bs τίϑημι w. two accus. | 
9b24b ὑπολαμβάνω 

mu-tagidun act. part. (following 
its own verb) 11b21 ug 


*gl 

‘aqlun (1) masdar 7b23, 9b14 
νοῦς 

‘aqilun act. part. 6419 φρονῶν 

ma‘qulun pass. part. 4a19, 9812 
νοητός | obs φρονεῖν = al- 
asya’u l-ma'qülatu 6b8, 4 
νοητά 

qi 

la‘alla = wa-la‘alla 9b1 ἤ 
12 

'illatun 1108 αἰτία 
‘Im 

‘alima (I) = 'ulima pass. 9426 τὸ 
ἐπίστασϑαι | 9419 γνωστός 
| 9a22 sem. amplif.; add. for 
γνωστός at 9a19 = in hend. 
al-ma'rifatu ... wa-innahü 
yulamu 9a24 τὸ εἰδέναι = al- 
asya’u llati tulamu 8522 τὰ 
ϑεωρούμενα 5 paraphr. hattä 
yulama 10a22 ὑπέρ (“with 
regard to the subject”) 

(ilmun) pl. 'alàmun masdar 6b19 
(6b20) ἐπιστήμη | zaı sem. 
amplif.; add. w. ref. to ἐπιστήμη 
at 6b20 | 9b18 πραγματεία 
| 96201" τάς add. w. ref. to 
πραγματείας at 9b18 | 9b21 
sem. amplif.; add. w. ref. to 
πραγματείας at 9b18 

ma'ümun pass. part. = in gayru 
malümin 9a19, 9422 γνωστός 
in ἄγνωστος 

ta‘limun (II) masdar = at- 
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ta‘alimu pl. 4a18, 9416, 
11b20* τὰ μαθηματικά 

| οαι7” τὰ µαθήµατα | 

7a3 al µαθημµατικαί (sc. 
ἐπιστῆμαι) = ta‘alimiyyun 6b9 
μαθηματικά 
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(c2) ‘ala hasabi w. gen. 8a13 
κατά w. accus. (c3) ‘ala halin 
10814 ἐν | 5b6 we? | {8014} 
add. in Ar. = 'alà kulli halin 
{5b15} corruption? (c4) ‘ala 
tariqi w. gen. 7b11, 11b13 ὡς 


‘alamun 608 κόσμος | 8023 κατά | 10a26 morph.; 
‘Iw transl. the adv. suffix -ws in 
‘ala (a) transl. Gr. prep.: 8a19, συμπτωματικῶς (cs) ‘ald ma 


10a14, 10b20!, 1134 κατά 

| 4a19 κατά in καθάπερ | 
11a3 (11a2) ἐπί (b) morph.; 
transl. the adv. morph. of Gr. 
words (b1) transl. the morph. 
of primitive adv.: ‘ala l-infirädi 
8a27 χωρίς = in phrase ‘ala 
waghin mina l-wugühi 4a12, 
6b7 πως | 4b12a πως in ἁμῶς 
γέπως (b2) transl. the adv. 
accus. suffix : αἱ waghin mina 
l-wugühi, ‘ala gihatin mà 5a16, 
7b19-20, 9b6, 10a19 τρόπον 
τινὰ = ‘ala dünin 8a16 ἧττον 
(b3) transl. the adv. suffix -ως: 
‘ala l-itlàqi 4b20, 5a9, 8b13, 
907, 1049, 11a4, 1145 ἁπλῶς 
= ‘ala mitälin wahidin 5a26, 
608, 8a3, 9b4 (9b3) ὁμοίως | 
10b20? ὡσαύτως = ‘ala hada 
l-mitäli 7a4, 7216 ὁμοίως = ‘ala 


4b15a, 6b11 (6b10), 10b22 
ὥσπερ | 7a15b, 10a8 óc | 9a19, 
10a23a καϑάπερ = ‘ala mà 
huwa 'alayhi 4b15a ὥσπερ 
ἂν ei (d) other uses: paraphr. 
(hiya) ‘ala nizàmin 11b21 àv 
τούτοις TO τεταγμένον = sem. 
ampl.; add. acc. to sense 8a16, 
9a11, 10812 (e) w. verbs: > 
gara, — dalla, — ta‘awana, — 
fadala, — qadara, — kana, — 
wagafa 


alā 5a12 ὑψηλότερος 


c 


mm 


'àmmiyyun 9a27 Χοινός- 


c 


ml 


‘ammiyyan 8b25b κοινῇ 


‘amila (I) 9a3 ποιέω in ποιητά 
ista mala (X) 8b6 χράοµαι- 


c 


ista‘mala n-nazara 7a16 
λαμβάνω 





anhä’in Satta 8b9 πολλαχῶς n 

= ‘ala wugühin katiratin 9a10 ‘an (a) transl. Gr. prep. 5a3, 5b4b, 
πλεοναχῶς = ‘ala kam 9a24 5b10 ἀπό | 5b21 transl. ἀπό 
ποσαχῶς = ‘ala mà yanbagi in ἀπεωσμένα = 7490 $x = 
11425 χαλῶς ἔτυχεν = in 10420 ὑπό = lazima ‘an 5b24 
hend. w. nahwun: ‘ala hada ὑπό (b) morph.: 11a25 transl. 
n-nahwi 5a10 οὕτως 5a10 suffix -ϑεν in ἑκατέρωῦεν (c) 
= in hend. w. waghun: ‘ala w. verbs and verbal nouns: 
hada l-waghi 4b17 οὕτως — bahata, — bayanun, — 

(c) in combinations w. anna, gazrun, — gafafun, — haraga, 
hasab, hal, tariq, ma (c1) ‘ala + rafa‘a, — sa’ala, — ‘agzun, 
anna 884 ὅπως | 8a10* ὡς — munfasilun, — fadlan, — 

| 9a17 καίπερ | 8a11 sem. amsaka 

amplif.; add. acc. to sense to ‘nd 


repeat the preceding ὣς = in 
phrase hada ‘ala anna 5b12 
καίπερ | 10a9, 11b2 καίτοι. 


‘inda 6b10 περί | 6b11 ἐν | 12a2 


πρός | 9b13, 11a25 sem. 
amplif.; add. acc. to sense 
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c 


ny 

a'nà (I) = a'ni, first person sing.: 
sem. amplif.; demonstrative 
use of the verb to introduce the 
referent of a previous pron. or 
term: 5b11 w. ref. to mà (5b10) 
οὗτος | 7a16, 8a22, 8b12 w. 
ref. to hàdà | 7a21 w. ref. to 
gami'u | 7b20 w. ref. to dälika 
| 8a8 w. ref. to hadihi l-asyä’u 
| 9b14 w. ref. to hada l-qawlu 
l-äharu | 9b19 w. ref. to hada 
l-amru at 9b17 | 10b24b w. 
ref. to preceding hada | 11a5 
w. ref. to the repeated term ‘ala 
l-itlàq 

ma‘nan = sem. amplif.; add. to 
complement demonstr. pron. 
hada l-ma'nà 6a2, 6a14, 5 
τοῦτο, ταῦτα = in expr. lā 
ma‘na lahü {10a23a} ἄλλως 
= sem. amplif; added acc. to 
sense 9a26 

‘wn 

a‘ana (IV) 10a6 συνεργέω 

ta‘awana (VI) w. ‘ala 4a12 
συνεργέω εἰς 


ma'ünatun 1026 sem. amplif.; add. 


as maf ul mutlaq after a‘ana 
yn 
‘aynun 10b13 ὄμμα = bi-‘aynihi in 
wahidun bi-‘aynihi 5218, 4 
αὐτός in Ó αὐτός = in a$-Say'u 
bi-‘aynihi 8b24b αὐτό in τὸ 
αὐτό 


gdw 
(gida'un) pl. agdiyatun 10b17 
τροφή 
grz 
gariziyyun 6a10 σύμφυτος 
gny 
gana'un = in ‘azimu l-ganà'i 7 
sem. amplif. μέγας 
yy 
gayatun (a) abs. 9a1 τέλος = 
in hend. gayatun yuqsadu 


lahà 9b7 τέλος (b) gayatu 
w. gen.: morph.; transl. 
the superl.: gayatu S-Sarafı 
5b22 ἐντιμότατα = gayatu 
l-fadilati 5b26b, 5b27 to 
ἄριστον = gayatu I-£ahli 
11a21 ἀμαϑέστατος, -OV 
(c) fi gayati w. gen.: morph.; 
transl. the superl.: fi gayati 
mà yumkinu an yaküna 
‘alayhi 8a4* 6 τι μάλιστα 
= fi gayati l-kamali 8a7* 
τελεώτατον = al-asya’u llati 
fi gäyati d-diyà'i 9b13 và 
φωτεινότατα 
gyr 

(tagyirun) pl. tagayiru (II) masdar 
10b3, 10bs, 11b14 µεταβολή 

tagayyara (V) 7b13 ἀντιμεταλ- 
λάττω 

tagayyurun masdar 7423 
µεταβολή 

gayru (a) w. foll. gen. 5a18, 556, 
7021, 8017, 1047, 10b25 
ἕτερος | 6b3, 8a20 ἄλλος | 
6b6 οἱ ἄλλοι | 7b17, 8a10 un) 
= in gayru ma'lüfin οὓς ἄλλος 
in ἀλλότριος = in hend. äharu 
gayruhü 6a22, 11b17 ἄλλος 
| 7b1 παντοῖος (b) w. prep. 
bi-gayri w. gen. 8b16 ἄνευ = 
düna gayrihi 5b11 μόνον adv. 
(c) morph.; transl. the alpha 
privative: gayru mutaharrikin 
4022, 10a20 ἀκίνητος = gayru 
qabilin 5b18 ἄδεχτος = gayru 
mahdüdin 6a25 (6a24), 6b1 
(6a28), 7a19, 8a12, 11b3 
(11b2) ἀόριστος = gayru 
musakkalin 6b24 01000006 = 
gayru mungäsin 7a10b ἄλογος 
= gayru malümin 9819, 9a22 
ἄγνωστος = gayru mubsarin 
9a23 ἀόρατος (d) sem. amplif.; 
fadlan ‘an gayrihi 4b4a αὐτός, 
self (in οὐδὲ αὐτός, see note to 
the Arabic transl.) 


ARABIC WORD INDEX AND ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY 461 


f 
fa- (a) abs. 4b6, 4b18, 5a28b, 6a2, 
10a13!, 10824, 11a1b δέ w.o. 
preceding μέν | δ᾽ οὖν w.o. 
preceding μέν 42171 4b12a 
(4b11), 5b7, 9a10 | 5a25b, 
7a6b, 10a5 οὖν | 5444, 5419 
ὥστε | 546 δή | 6b14 εἶτα | 7bs 
καί | 10b26 ᾗ | 11b21 (11b20) 
ἀλλά (b) synt.: expresses the 
temporal shift from a perf. tense 
to a present tense in the Gr. 
part.: nabtari'uhü fa-nada'uhü 
4a21b-23 μεμηχανημένα δι 
ἡμῶν foll. by περιτιϑέντων 
= synt.; introduces a part. 
clause subordinated to the main 
clause: qadi sta'mala gawmun 
... fa-adhalü 8b6 χρώμενοι 
... προσχαταριϑμοῦσιν (c) 
add. as required by the Ar. synt. 
4817’, 4a19, 4b2, 4b7, 4b17, 
4b21, 4b22, 5a5, 5a17, 5b1, 
5b3b, 5b8, 5b14, 5b21, 5b27, 
6a7, 6a9, 7b11, 7b13, 8a15a, 
8a19, 8b14, 8b17, 8b19, 8b25a, 
9820, 9b27, 10a7!, 108133, 
1142, 1149, 114174, 114180, 
11bs, 11b19, 11b20* (d) see 
also fa- in fa-inna — inna, fa- 
qad — qad, fa- before and after 
amma — fa-ammä ... fa- 
ftr 
fatara (I) 5a16 ἀνύω in ἀνήνυτος 
tafattara (V) 5a4a sem., etym. 
παύω (med. παύομαι) in 
ἄπαυστος 
15 
taftisun (II) masdar = in hend. al- 
bahtu wa-t-taftisu 8b15 ζητέω 
frd 
infirädun (VII) masdar = in expr. 
‘ala l-infirádi 8a27 χωρίς 
frs 
farasun 6922 ἵππος 
frq 
faraqa (III) 10a15 sem. metathesis; 


pass. / act. transformation 
χωρίζομαι 
fsh 
infasaha (VII) 5a4b λύομαι med. 
fsd 
fasadun (1) masdar = in al-a$ya'u 
l-gäbilatu li-I-fasädi 4216-7 
sem.; etym.; transl. φθορά in 
τὰ φϑαρτά 
fsl 
(faslun) pl. fusülun (I) masdar 
8610 0 
munfasilun (VII) act. part.; w. ‘an 
4412 χεχωρισμένος 
fdl 
fadala (I) w. ‘ala 11b6 ὑπερέχω 
fadlun masdar 4b6 ἀγαϑός as 
the positive degree of the comp. 
κρείττων = fadlun ‘ala 4b14a 
ὑπεροχή w. gen. = in asaddu 
fadlan 7b14 τιµή in τιμιώτερος 
= fadlan ‘an gayrihi 4b4a sem. 
amplif. αὐτός, self (in οὐδὲ 
autos, see note to the Arabic 
transl.) = in fadlan ‘an an 
yasra'ü fihi 6bs sem. amplif.; 
paraphr. ἔτι 
fudülun 8a22 περιεργία 
fadilatun 5b26b, 5b27 τὸ καλόν 
as the positive degree of the 
superl. τὸ ἄριστον 
afdalu 5a20, 501, {5b8}, 642, 644, 
1142, 11a6, 1129 
| 7b11, 8a14b, 8424, 1149, 
11b15, 11b27 βέλτιον | σαι, 
589, 509 (508) κρείττων | 5b27 
καλλίων | 11a15 εὖ 
fl 
fa‘ala (I) 10a12 ἐνεργέω | 3 
πράττω in πρακτά 
filun masdar 5a7, 5023, 7513. 
8a11, 944 ἐνέργεια | 7b21 
ποιεῖν = in filuhü an yag‘ala 
ma yag aluhü 6a19-20 sem. 
amplif. ποιέω 
infi‘älun (VII) masdar 5b6, 7022 
πάσχειν 
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fqt 
faqat 6a28, 6b11, 11420 μόνον 
adv. =innama ... faqat 4a18, 
6b15-16 (6b16), 6b17, 7a7 
μόνον adv. (GALex 1,503 
§12.1b) 
fkr 
fikrun 8b12 διάνοια | 8014 transl. 
the pron. referring to διάνοια at 
8b12 
fnn 
fannun 1028 
fhm 
fahima (I) 8a19 (8a20) λαμβάνω 
fahmun masdar 5b9 διάνοια 
Fütagüras 11b27 Πυθαγόρας in 
Πυθαγόρειοι 


fi (a) transl. Gr. prep. 4417, 4418, 
4b20, 5a12, 684, 6b16, 60183, 
6b19*, 6b21, 6b27, 7a1, 7a3 (w. 
ref. to 7a1), 7a8, 7213, 7417, 
7a21, 7b4, 7b15*, 8a12, 8b4, 
8b15, 8b24b, 9a3, 9a13, 9a16, 
9a27, 9b3, 9bs5, 9b19, 1086, 
10812, 10427, 10b4, 10b7, 
10b10?, 10b25, 11a5, 11a19, 
11b3, 11b12, 11b13, 1191713, 
1102533, 12a1 èv | 4b3 ἐν in 
ἐμποιέω | 6b21 ἐν in ἔνθα = 
sem. amplif. wugüduhü fi 4418, 
4b9, 4b10, 5b6, 8424, 981 èv 
(cf. Ross 65 ad loc.) = fi hada 
l-mawdi‘i 7b6 ἐν in ἐνταῦϑα = 
4b7-8, 4b22, 5b22, 5b23, 6b14, 
784, 7816, 8a16, 8b2, 8b22, 
8b26!, 9a15, 9b18, 9b19 (m. ref. 
to 9b18), 10a4 “OTH w. accus. 
| 8b23 κατά w. gen. = 53147, 
6b4!, 6b8, 6b17, 7b1, 2 
(w. ref. to 7b1), 11a22, 11a24 
περί-- 8a20!, 92211, 1146, 1148 
ἐπί. = 6a6, 9425, 10420 πρός 
= fi (anfusihä) 4423 διά in 
δι αὐτῶν = 6413 ὑπέρ = mà 
yadhulu fi 8b8 sem. amplif. 
εἰς (b) transl. the verbs ἔχω 


(denoting a state) and ἔστιν = 
w. gen. 8a21, 10b26, 11b18 ἔχω 
| in hend. al-halu fihi 5b19 ἔχω 
= w. gen. 9b23b? ἔστιν (there is) 
| w. yakünu 9b24a sem. amplif.; 
add. w. ref. to ἔστιν at 9b23 (c) 
morph.; transl. the gen., dat., 
and accus., and the morph. of 
adj. and adv. (c1) transl. the 
gen.: fi l-kulli 4421 τοῦ παντός 
= fil-'ulümi (kullihä) 9b21 
ἁπάντων = fi-mà 9b23b! ὧν 

- allati ta'ridu fi l-ardi 11b14 
τῆς γῆς (c2) transl. the dat.: fi 
l-hayawäni {5b5} τοῖς ζῴοις = 
fihà 6a10 αὐτῷ = fi d-dukürati 
1008 τοῖς ἄρρεσιν = fi ba‘diha 
106101 ἐνίοις = fi I-harakati 
10b12 κινήσει (c3) transl. 

the accus. = of specification 
(synecdoche) fi tab'ihà 7a5a* 
τὴν φύσιν = of respect 938-9 τὰ 
uév/và δέ/τὰ δέ (c4) transl. the 
morph. of adj.: in fi gàyat with 
foll. gen. transl. superl.: fi gayat 
$-Sarafı 5b22 ἐντιμότατος 

= fi gayati l-fadilati 55260, 
5027 ἄριστος = fi gayati d- 
diya’i 9b13 φωτεινότατος (c5) 
transl. the morph. of adv.: fi 
waqtin mina l-awgäti 5a24b 
ποτε indef. encl. correlative 
adv. = fi mawadi‘a katiratin 
10a24 πλεονάκις = fi mawdi'in 
mina l-mawädii w. neg. 1149 
οὐδαμοῦ (d) sem. amplif. (d1) 
add. after Ar. verbs or nouns 
meaning "to say”: after qawlun 
407, 5b16, 9a23 λέγω, φημί 

= after kalamun 5423 λόγος 

= là yaqülüna wa-là fihi (i.e., 
Allahi) 1158 οὐδὲ τὸν ϑεόν 
(sc. λέγουσιν) = (al-qawlu) 
lladi qila fihi inna 8aı wg (d2) 
add. acc. to sense 4a22, 5a13a, 
58141, 5a22b, {5a27b}, 5b12, 
6a14, 6b18!, 8a7, 8a8, 8a19, 
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8420’, 801, 8b14, 8b15, 802623, 
8b27, 9a21?, 9a24, 9a26, 9b2, 
10b3, 11a3, 11a21, 11b22 (e) 
in paraphr. expr.: al-awla fi l- 
qiyàs 4413 εὐλογώτερον = fihi 
mawdi'u talabin wa-bahtin 
5b11 ἐπιζητέω = sa iru mà 
fihä 7a6a τὰ ἄλλα = an naküna 
fi dalika mudtarrina 4b13 
ἀνάγκη sc. ἡμῖν = in phrase 
kullu mà fiha {7a20} ἕκαστος, 
misreading Ev ἕκαστον for 
ἕνεκά tov in the Greek (7a21) 
(f) in phrases: fi gayati w. gen. 
— gayatun, fi-ma ahsibu — 
hasiba, fi ‘idadi w. gen. — 
‘idädun (g) w. verbs: — ahada, 
— tahayyara, — dahala, — 
dakara, — irtabaka, — Sara‘a, 
— taSakkaka, — i‘taqada, — 
am ‘ana, — nazara,— waqa‘a 


fyd 


afada (IV) 1137 μεταδίδωμι 


gbl 


qabila (I) 10b28b λαμβάνω | 
11415 δέχομαι 

qabülun masdar 6a1 δέχοµαι- 
qabülu s-sürati 8a13 morph.; 
transl. the pass. morph. of the 
verb μορφοῦμαι 

qabilun act. part. = in al-a$ya'u 
l-gäbilatu li-l-fasadi 4a16 
morph.; transl. -τος in τὰ 
φθαρτά = 11a16 sem. amplif.; 
add. w. ref. to qabila at 11a15 

qabla 9b21* πρότερος = qabla 
dalika σΌιο πρότερον 

qibalun = min qibali w. gen. 7021, 
9a8, 9891, 9b12, 10b19 διά | 
10b18, 11a1b ἕνεκα | 5b13!, 
7b16 ὡς | 5b28 τῷ w. infinitive 
= min gibali anna 9b11 διά 
| 4022 ἐπεί | 5a15 ἐπειδή | 
4b19 ἐπείπερ | 5b137, 6b26 
ὡς | 6b21 γάρ | 11b11 (11b12) 
morph.: transl. the circumst. 


part. in οὖσαν = wa-min qibali 
dälika 11b7 διὸ καί 


qad (a) transl. Gr. particles: wa- 


qad w. impf. 7b2 δή = fa-inna 
qad nagidu 10a25 xal δή = 
fa-qad w. perf. 9224 (9a23) δ᾽ 
οὖν | 5b18 ἀλλά (b) w. impf. 
(possible) qad yubtagu 5b27 
δέοι ἄν = qad yatahayyaru 
7b10 àv ἀπορήσειεν = gad 
yuzannu 6b12, 8a21, 9a26 
δόξειεν ἄν | 8325, 5 
δοκεῖν (c) w. impf. (assertive, 
emphatic; see note 21 to 

the Arabic translation); in 
alphabetical order of the Ar. 
verbs: qad yata’adda 10b12 
λελωβημένος (sc. ἐστίν) 
(where the assertion in the use 
of qad comes from the preceding 
καί) = qad yubtilüna 9b21 
ἀναιροῦσιν = qad yanbagi an 
4b7, 4b12a, 7b13, 8a19 (8a20), 
10817, 1142, 11b24 -τέον = 
qad yabqà 9b27 κατάλοιπον 
(sc. ἐστίν) = qad yahtagu ila 
7b6 ζητεῖ = gad yurä 4a22, 
5b3a δοκεῖ = qad yas'ubu 

7a19 χαλεπόν (sc. ἐστίν) = 
qad yuzannu 7b19 δοχεῖ 

= qad yazharu (lahü) 8b14 
ἐμφαίνεται | 11a14 ἐκεῖνό γ᾽ 
ἐμφαίνει (where gad transl. 
the emphasis expressed by 
ἐκεῖνό Y) = qad ya'ridu 11b11 
συμβήσεται = qad yasta'milüna 
n-nazara 7a15b Aaußavovoı = 
känat gad tu'inu 1046 συνεργεῖ 
= qad yagtadi 8a8 ἐπιποθέω = 
qad yakünu 9a10 ὄντος gen. 
abs. | 10b7 add. for the implied 
copula to render the emphasis 
expressed by αὐτοῖς, which 

is otherwise not translated = 
qad yalzamu 7a23 συμβαίνει = 
qad yumkinu 9b8 δυνάμεϑα 
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qd: qad (continued) 
= qad yagibu 8b19 avayxn = 
qad yügadu 6a4 eivat = qad 
nagidu 7a1, 11b12 φαίνεται 
| 11b16 sem. amplif.; add. w. 
ref. to φαίνεται at 11012 = qad 
naqifu ‘ala 944 ἐπιστάμεῦα 
(d) w. impf. and wa- of hal: 
wa-qad yuhragu 8a11 transl. 
the circumstantial sense of 
the part. in καὶ ἀγόμενον 
(e) w. perf. (e1) expresses 
completed action: qad Sara‘a 
6b12 ἅπτεσθαι = qad ‘arada 
6b17 συμβαίνει = qadi 
sta mala 8b6 χρώμενοι = qad 
qadafa 5b21 ἀπεωσμένα = 
qad luhhisa 9a18 διῄρηται 
= qad kana yagibu 10b20 
(10b19) ἔδει = sem. amplif. 
qad waqa‘a l-ihtiläfu 8b17 
διαφορά τις (sc. ἔστιν) (e2) 
expresses completed action in 
the apodosis of a conditional 
sentence qad Saba 7b11 
ἀνάψειεν ἂν 
qdr 
qadara (I) w. an 1158 δύναμαι | 
w. ‘ala 9b11 δύναμαι 
qadrun 10a7 κύριος in nvo- 
τατος = bi-qadri w. gen. 6427, 
9a2 transl. the indef. quantity 
indicated in 6005 
miqdarun, pl. maqadiru 9b26 
μέγεθος | 548 sem., etym.; 
transl. the root meaning noo- 
in ποσός 
qdm 
muqaddamun (II) pass. part. = 
min muqaddami w. gen. 11a10 
ἔμπροσϑεν 
taqaddumun (V) masdar 406, 
7b14 πρό in πρότερος | 
4a16 (4a15) sem. amplif. for 
πρότερος 
mutaqaddimun act. part. 4415, 
11b19 πρότερος 


aqdamu 5a2, 10025 πρότερος | 
5b9 πρῶτος 
qdw/y 
iqtada (VIII) w. bi- 8a1 μιμέομαι 
qdf 
qadafa (I) w. bi- of obj. and ‘an, 
and in hend. w. aqsa 5b21 
ἀπωϑέω 
qrb 
qaribun w. min 8a27 ἐγγύς w. gen. 
aqrabu w. ila 4b18 morph.; transl. 
the comp. suffix -τερος in 
πιστικωτέρως 
qrn 
magrünun (I) pass. part., w. bi- 
10419 συνάπτω intransitive 
qarnun 10811 χέρας 
qsm 
taqsimun (II) masdar = at- 
taqsimu 5a11 τὸ διαιρετόν 
qismatun 8a9 μερισμός | 942, 
9a6!, 9420 διαίρεσις | {9a67} 
add. for διαίρεσις acc. to sense 
qsd 
qasada (I) = qusida pass., w. bi- 
11a2 εἷς | 11b15 sem. amplif.; 
add. acc. to sense w. τέλος = in 
hend. gäyatun yuqsadu lahä 
9b7 τέλος 
maqstidun pass. part., w. ila 1 
sem. amplif.; add. acc. to sense 
gsr 
qasara (I) 1139 παραλείπω 
qsw/y 
aqsa (IV) = in hend. w. qadafa 
5b21 ἀπωϑέω 
qdy 
igtadä (VIII) 5a22a, 7b19 ζητέω | 
707 ἀπαιτέω | 8a8 ἐπιποϑέω 
qt 
ingata‘a (VII) = in hend. inqata'a 
wa-nhalla 6a18 παύομαι 
qll 
istiqlalun (X) masdar (to be lifted, 
picked up) 10b13 παραιώρησις 
qalilun = in hend. w. 'azizun 11a24 
(11423) σπάνιος 


ARABIC WORD INDEX AND ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY 465 


qwd 
qada (I) 11b9 ἄγω 
qwl 

qala (1) (a) abs. 4a19, 5a26b, 
5a28a, 5b16, 6a19 [6a20], 
6b27, 7a15b, 8a7, 9319 φημί 
| 5b1, 6a21, 8a26, 8b2, 8b24b 
(8525), 9b1, 10a24, 118413, 
11b24 λέγω | 7a10b δοχέω- 
sem. amplif.; added acc. to sense 
6a14, 6a28, 6b16, 7a6b, 7α71”, 
7b11, 7b12, 7b23, 8b26, 9a21, 
9a23, 9a24, 9b6, 11b8 - allati 
qulnä {10a4*} εἰρημένων” 
(ἐρῶ) (b) gala w. bi- 5a13 λέγω 
| 6a24 ποιέω 

qawlun masdar (a) abs. 5a6, 
5a14!, 8a27, 10b26 Adyos | 
7023 τὸ λεχϑέν | 4bz λέγειν 
| 4b20, 8011, 9b23a! εἰπεῖν 
| 9b23a? ötı = sem. amplif.; 
add. as the subst. implied by 
the pron. 5a26a, 9013 &xeivo 
| 9a22 αὐτό = sem. amplif.; 
add. to refer to a preceding 
statement 7b22, 114313, 11a5 
= sem. ampl.; add. acc. to sense 
58147, 8a16, 842677, 9426 (b) 
qawlun w. bi- 942117 (9a22) 
λέγειν | 5425ς sem. amplif. for 
φημί (5426) = sem. amplif.; 
transl. the subst. implied by 
the neuter article to: al-qawlu 
bi-annahü mawgüdun 8a15b 
τὸ εἶναι = al-qawlu bi-annahü 
laysa 5a4a τό μὴ εἶναι 

qa'ilun act. part. (a) abs. 5b1, 
9a23 add. after its own verb 
transl. the indef. pron. wc = 
synt.; add. acc. to sense after its 
own verb 9a26 = periphr. transl. 
of Gr. pron.: ma ana qä’iluhü 
... ani 5b10 οὗτος | ma ana 
qà'iluhü 6a5 ὅδε (b) qa'ilun 
w. bi-: al-qà'ilu bi- 6a3 (6a4) 6 
λέγων = al-qa'ilüna bi- 5a26b!? 
sem. concentr. ὅσοι λέγουσιν 


| 5a27a sem. amplif.; add. as 
the subst. implied by the pron. 
αὐτοί 
qwm 
qà'imun (I) act. part. 4021, 4b4b 
sem. amplif.; add. acc. to sense 
(see note to the Arabic transl.) 
qawmun 6a24, 8b6 οἱ 
qwy 
quwwatun, pl. quwan 40144, 5a1, 
7812, 8a19, 10232 06 
= bi-l-quwwati 8a10 δυνάμει 
= in a$bahu bi-l-quwä 6025 
sem. etym.; transl. δύναμις in 
δυναμικός 
aqwa 5b15, 6b19 ἰσχυρότερος 
qys 
qiyasun (III) masdar 8a19 
ἀναλογία = in al-awlä fi l- 
qiyasi 4a13 sem.; etym.; transl. 
λόγος in εὐλογώτερον 
muqayasatun (III) masdar 40120, 
9a6, 987, 9421 2 ἀναλογία 
munqasun (VII) act. part. 10b25 
(10b24-25) ἔχω λόγον (see 
Part I, Ch. 3.3) 
qyl 
taqayyala (V) 7a5a μιμέομαι | 
11b1 ἐπιμιμέομαι 
taqayyulun masdar 5a25c μίμησις 


k 

ka- 4a16 ὥσπερ = ka- in ka-dälika 
11a8 (1147) ὡς in ὡς δ᾽ αὐτό = 
{9a1} sem. amplif.; add. acc. to 
sense 

ka-anna 4a14, 5a6, 5b21, 5b24, 
6a2, 6b20, 6b25, 7a9b, 7bs, 
8b8, 9b15, 11b6 οἷον | 8a18 
ὡς | 10b7 ὥσπερ | 9418, 10419 
πως | 1133 (1144) τις indef. 
enclitic 

ka-dälika (a) abs. 4417, 8a14a* 
οὕτως | 7a1 ἔχειν οὕτω | 
5b23, 6a11 τοιοῦτος | 11a13 
ὡσαύτως | 11b21 sem. amplif.; 
add. w. ref. to τὸ τεταγμένον 
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k: ka-dalika (continued) 


(b) in expr.: as-sababu lladi 
lahü sara dalika ka-dalika 5a17 
οὗ χάριν | 10a1 τὸ τίνος ἕνεκα 
= wa-ka-dalika yagri l-amru 
7a2 καί = wa-ka-dalika 7 
καί (c) sem. amplif.; add. acc. 
to sense 7a7 


ka-mà 6b27, 9a22, 10a27 


ktb 


καϑάπερ | 505, 9a16 ὥσπερ 


kitäbun = al-kitabu l-mansübu 


ila Tym’ws 6027 sem. amplif., 
interpr.; Τίμαιος 


kitäbatun 7a2 γραμματική 


ktr 


katratun 5421 πλῆϑος = in là 


yuhsä katratan 11a17a ἄπειρον 


katirun 11a15 (11a14), 11a19 


πολύς | 4b11b*, 8b18, 10a27 
(1028) πλείων = a$ya'u 
katiratun 11b13 πολλά | 

6b4, 8b24b πλείονα | {4b9} 
ὀλίγα = al-katiru mina n-nàsi 
6a23 οἱ πολλοί = fi mawadi‘a 
katiratin 10a24 πλεονάκις = 
‘ala wugühin katiratin 9410 
πλεοναχῶς = in hend. katirun 
muhtalifun 7b1* transl. variant 
ποικίλος instead of ποικιλία 

= katiran adv. 8a25, 11a16 
πολλῷ | 948 πλεῖστον adv. = in 
ba‘ada katiran 11b27 μακρός 


aktaru 8a25, 11416, 11b21 πλέον 


kry 


= al-aktaru 708 τὸ πλέον 

= in expr. aktara ma 9a7 

διὰ πλείστου = aktaru min 
wahidin 5a19 sem. amplif. 
πλείων = laysa bi-wahidin bal 
aktaru min wahidin 5a15 sem. 
amplif. & metathesis; affirm. / 
neg. transformation πλείων 


(ukratun) pl. ukarun 5a21a 


σφαῖρα | 5a24a sem. amplif.; 
added w. ref. to σφαῖρα at 
5a21a (GALex 1,239 $1) 


ks'nwqr'tys 6b7 Ξενοκράτης 


kalalun (1) masdar = in hend. 


du‘fun wa-kalälun 5b14 
ἀσϑένεια 


kullun (a) kullu w. gen. 5418, 642 


(6αι), 7460 (747), 85177, 8b2, 
8021, 10822, 1199, 11920 πᾶς 
| zaıoa, 9b21*, 1145, 11b1 
ἅπας | 5b17 αὐτός self - in 
hend. w. gami‘ 4b15b πᾶς 

- in phrase kullu mà 11a13 
ὅσα = tagawaza kulla haddin 
8bo sem. amplif. ὑπερβατός = 
kullu ma fiha {7a20} ἕκαστος, 
misreading Ev ἕκαστον for 
ἕνεκά tov at 7a21 = ‘ala kulli 
halin (5b15] corruption (b) in 
phrase kullu wahidin 8b26 
ἕκαστος = kullu wahidin 

min sbab, 7a11, 7417, 8b22, 
9a11 (9a10), 9a15, 9b18, 10a2 
ἕκαστος = kullu wahidin 
minh(um)ä/al-äharu 5a18 
ἕκαστος | 4412 ἑκάτερος 
(GALex 1,64 $3.4) (c) al- 
kullu 4a14, 4a21a, 8a23, 8b8, 
10a16 τὸ πᾶν | 10a3 τὸ πᾶν 
in τὸ σύμπαν | 10b28a, 11b5 
τὸ ὅλον | 11926, 1281 τὸ 
σύμπαν 


kulliyyun 8018, 981, 7 


καθόλου = al-kulliyyatu 8b20 
τὰ καθόλου = kulliyyan 8b25b 
καθόλου 


takallama (V) 11a22 λέγω 
kalamun 5a22a, 6a14 (6a15), 


709, 8a8 λόγος = 54220 sem. 
amplif.; transl. demonstrative 
ὅ w. ref. to λόγος at 5a22a = 
sem. amplif.;add. acc. to sense 
lammä ahada fi l-kalàmi fi 
6b14 κατά 


kam 8a18 ποσόν = ‘ala kam 9424. 


ποσαχῶς 
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kml 8a24 transl. the -ew suffix of 
kamälun (I) masdar 7a8 (7a9) to denominative verb ἰσομοιρέω 


τέλεον e fi gáyati l-kamali 7 
τελεώτατος 


kamilun act. part. 5a6 ἄρτιος | 


6a19, 8b27 τέλεος 


= in yakünu (muharrikan) 
5a5 transl. the future tense in 
κινήσει = in kana mawgüdan 
8b7! transl. the perf. tense 


akmalu 6020 τελεώτερος of the part. γεγονός = in an 
kwd yaküna munfasihan 5a4a helps 

käda (I) w. an 6a26, 8a24 σχεδόν transl. the optative in λύοιτο 
kwn ἄν = w. impf. it transl. the Greek 

kana (I) (a) abs. 4b9 (4b10), 4b18, impf. qad kana yagibu 10b20! 


5b2, 5b6, 72167, 7b20 (7b21), 
8a14a (8215), 8018, 98102, 
10814 (10815) εἰμί] 6211, 
8a16 ὑπάρχω | 4b9 paraphr. 
ἔχω | {6a17} τίϑημι = yakünu 
impf. 8b7? μέλλω in μέλλον 
(b) kana/kana introducing two 
correlative clauses 8b19-20 
ἐάν/ἐάν (c) sem. amplif.; added 
to transl. the implied copula 
εἰμί 4417, 4418, 4b10, 4b11b, 
401713, 543, 5817, 5420, 507, 
50ο, 5b10, 5020, 5b23, 502602, 
{6a1}, 6a2, 6a9, 6a10, 6020, 
7a8, 7a11, 7a13, 7b8, 7b14, 
70161, 7b17, 8a17°, 8a20, 8a21, 
85112, 8b5, 8b11, 8b16, 8b17, 
8b21, 986, 9a10?* (9a11), 956, 
9b7, 9b13, 9b14, 10812, 10813, 
10a15, 10a22, 10b7, 10b19, 
10b20?, 10b27a, 11a1b, 11a21, 
11b5, 11b7, 11b19, 11b20 (d) 
sem. amplif.; added to express 
the implied existential εἰμί 
(there is) (5a28b!?], 5b4b, 
6a28, 6b2, 10b25 (e) w. prep.: 
w. bi- 11b10! ἐνδέχομαι = w. 
bayna 60512 ἔχω = w. ‘ala 8a4 
ἐστί (implied) = w. fi 5a24a ἔχω 
| 9b24a sem. amplif.; add. w. 
ref. to ἔστιν at 9b23 = w. li- 4b2 
ἔχω | in ma kana li- w. subj. 
(to be such that; see WKAS 
14550) 8a17! transl. the neg. 
optative in οὐδὲ γίνοιτο (f) 
morph.; in kana mu'adilan 


11 


12 


(10b19) ἔδει (g) in expr.: kana 
mawgüdan 8a17? ὑπάρχω = in 
hend. kana hähunä 4b6, 9a18 
(9419) εἰμί = min ga’nihi an 
yaküna 6a21 τυγχάνω = kana 
/ yakünu foll. by butlan 6a8, 
6013-14 (φϑείροι(τ᾽) ἄν (h) 
add. as auxiliary verb required 
by the Ar. synt. 4b13, 5a1, 5a5], 
5a18, 5a19, 5b14, 5b26b!, 
5b28, 7a18, 7a23, 8a2, 8a3, 
83143, 8a27, 987, 9a10!, 1085, 
11413, 11b10?, 11b11, 11b22 


takawwunun (V) masdar - 


in hend. takawwunun wa- 
wugüdun 11a18a-18b τὸ εἶναι 


makanun, pl. amakinu 5b22 χώρα 


| 6b1 τόπος 


kayfa 5b19, 5b21, 6b23, 8a8, 12a1 


πῶς | 8a18 ποιός 


la- part. 10b20 Ar. synt.; introduc- 


ing the apodosis after law 


li- prep. (a) transl. Gr. prep.: 


5b14, 707 διά = in li-dalika 
9b15 διά in διό = transl. the 
prep. &v- in compound adj. 
expressing the possession of 

a quality (LSJ E.1.2): lahü 
nafsun 5b6, 11a17b ἔμψυχος 
= transl. the distributive use 
of the prep. κατά in the sense 
of “to have”: li-kulli wahidin 
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12: li- (continued) 


minha muharrikun 5a18 to 
rad” ἕκαστον (scil. κυνοῦν) 
(b) expressing cause: as-sabab 
alladi lahü 10a1*, 10a28, 
10b23b évexa | 5a17b χάρις 
in οὗ χάριν | 5a23 πῶς ποτε 
(c) expressing duty: lahü an 

w. subj. 6a12 àv ein w. inf. | 
6a16b, 10b24a ἄν τις w. opt. | 
7022 paraphr. ἐάν τις | 10228! 
sem. amplif.; add. acc. to sense 
(d) expressing possession: w. 
attached pron. 40213, 5b4a, 
8a19, 9a17* (9a16), 9b11 ἔχω 
| 4b4b (4b2), 5b3b (5b4), 
7b11 sem. amplif.; add. acc. 

to sense to mean ἔχω = la-nà 
9b7 ἡμέτερος = in expr. là 
ma'nà lahü {10a23a} ἄλλως 

= sem. amplif.; add. acc. to sense 
10b11 (e) morph.; transl. the 
gen. case suffix: li-l-harakati 
4b22 τῆς κινήσεως li-gamii 
l-aSyai 5a7 πάντων = li-s- 
samä’i 5b20 τοῦ οὐρανοῦ = 
la-hä (sc. li-s-sama’i) 5b20, 
5b21" sem. amplif. for τοῦ 
οὐρανοῦ =li-gawharihä 7 
τῆς οὐσίας αὐτοῦ = li-l-insani 
6421 ἀνϑρώπου = li-I-farasi 
6422 ἵππου =li-Say’in 6422 
τινὸς = li-t-tabi‘ati 10a10 τῆς 
φύσεως = li-mà huwa min agli 
Sayin 11b26 τοῦ ἕνεκά vov 

= li-l-harakati 11b27 (11926) 
τῆς... ὁρμῆς (f) morph.; transl. 
the dative case suffix: li-man 
5013 τοῖς =li-ula’ika 7a10b 
ἐκείνοις = li-s-suwari 8a18 τοῖς 
εἴδεσιν = ba'duha li-ba‘din 
803 ἀλλήλοις = li-I-fikri 8b12 
τῇ διανοίᾳ = lana 9b6 ἡμῖν 

= li-|-hayawäni 10a17 τοῖς 
ζῴοις = li-s-sama’i wa-li-l- 
agrami 10a18 τῷ οὐρανῷ καὶ 
τοῖς οὐρανίοις = li-hadihi 


P 


10b7 τούτοις = sem. amplif.; 
add. acc. to sense 9b9, 9b13 
(g) morph.; transl. morph. 
of Gr. adj. by making adj. 
out of nouns and nominal 
phrases (g1) transl. the suffix 
-\xoc: lahü ta$awwuqun 5512 
ἐφετικός (w. reference to 
5b11) (g2) transl. the suffix 
-oc in compound adj. w. 
alpha privative: alladi/ma 
là nafsa lahü 9a15, 11a17a 
ἄψυχος -là nihayata lahü 
9b4 ἄπειρος = mà là guz’a 
lahü 843 ἀμερής (h) synt.; 
add. acc. to the requirements 
of Ar. synt. to introduce the 
object 44167, 747, 7a17, 8a24, 
9b7, 11931, 11b6, 11b20 
(i) w. verbs — ahdata, — 
sara, —zahara, — kana, 
tahayya’a 

li-anna 11a11 γάρ = morph.; 
transl. the circumst. sense of the 
part.: li-annaht yasa’u {6a2} 
βουλόμενον 

li-dälika 9015 διό 

li-mä 54250, 8422 ti interr. | 5b11 
διὰ τί | 86152862 ὅ τι 





la (a) abs. 4414, 5a18, 5b1, 8015, 
9b11 μή | 6a5 μή in μηδείς | 
5a8, 8071” un in μηδέ = 54240, 
5b14!? (5b13), 6b10, 7b18, 
8b1, 8023, 9b15, 9b23b, 1046, 
11a2, 114151 ov | 6b5, 6b6, 
851, 9b24a, 114157, 11b8? 
(11b7) οὐ in οὐδέ | 11b8! 
sem. amplif.; add. w. ref. to 
ovdé at 11b7 | {4b17} oo 
(misreading for οὖν) (b) in 
combinations: wa-là 6b5, 6b6, 
11415, 11b8 (11b7) ovdé = 
lam/wa-lä 11b15 οὔτε/οῦτε- 
là (in allà)/wa-là/wa-là 8a17- 
18 unte/unte/unte = là ... aslan 
6a5 μηδείς | 11b10 οὐδέ - là ... 
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Say un 7413 μηδείς = laysa ... 
wa-la — laysa (c) sem., etym.; 
transl. the alpha privative: la 
tatafattaru 5242 
= là tafturu 5a16b ἀνήνυτος 
= la muhtamilun li-l-irtibàti 
5018 ἀσύνδετος = 13 yaqa'u 
fihi bahtun 623 
= lā tanähä 6bı ἄπειρον = 
là $uz'a lahü 8a3 ἀμερής = 
là nafsa lahü 9a15, 11a17a 
ἄψυχος = mà là nihäyata lahü 
9b4 τὸ ἄπειρον = lā yuhsa 
11417 ἄπειρος = al-guz’u 
lladi là yatagazza’u 11523 
ἄτομον (d) sem. metathesis; 
affirm. / neg. transformation : la 
yaša’u illà 6a2 βουλόμενον 
- là yakünu illà 7b16 sem. 
amplif. for the implied copula 
giui = là ma‘na lahü {104234} 
ἄλλως 
l'kn 
läkin(na) 4a14, 5a1, 72148, 7b13, 
7b18, 8a4, 8b8, 10a26, 11b6, 
11bo, 11b16 GAAG | 4b22, 
8a12 δέ adversative, w.o. 
preceding μέν | 6a16b (6a15) 
δέ adversative w. preceding 
μέν 
Im 
mula'imun (III) act. part. 9811 
οἰκεῖος = in hend. mulà'imun 
hässun 10a10 οἰκεῖος 
Ihq 
lahiga (I) 11b13 sem. amplif.; add. 
acc. to sense 
(lahiqatun) pl. lawahiqu 9a14 
ἑπόμενα 
Ihm 
lahmun 7a14b σάρξ 
Ihw/y 
lihyatun 10b10 πώγων 
Ihs 
lahhasa (II) 9218 διαιρέω | 9425 
ἀφορίζω 
talhisun masdar 10a23b ἀφορι- 


σμός | 9418 maf ül mutlaq to a 
preceding lubbisa 
lzm 
lazima (I) 7a23 συμβαίνω | 743 
συν- in συνακολουϑέω | 
10b18 ovv- in σύμπτωμα | 
11b16 κατά in χαταχολουϑέω 
= in hend. tabi‘a wa-lazima 
7a3 συνακολουϑέω | 11b16 
χαταχολουϑέω = 5b24 sem. 
amplif. of prep. ‘an transl. ὑπό 
11 
la‘alla — ‘Il 
Im 
lam w. juss. 4b2, 8a177, 8421, 
8b14, 10813, 11a1b, 11b20 
μή | 54220, 7b13 od | 5 
οὐ in οὐδεμίαν | 9b11 οὐ in 
οὐκέτι | 8217! (8a16-17) in 
double negative, οὗ ... οὐδέ = 
lam/wa-là 11b15 οὔτε/οῦτε- 
paraphr. lam yadkur dalika 6b5 
in context ὡσαύτως 
Im’ 
lammaä = synt.; transl. the gen. 
absolute lamma känat fiha 
5a24a ἐχόντων | lamma kanat 
9a10 ὄντος = morph.; transl. 
the past tense in the aorist 
part. lamma waladü 6a25 
γεννήσαντες = sem. amplif; 
add. acc. to sense lamma ahada 
fi l-kalami 6b14 
Ims 
iltamasa (VIII) 4b12a, 9a24, 
11b24 πειράω | 9b23b ζητέω 
iltimasun masdar 9b13 sem. 
amplif.; add. acc. to sense 
lw 
law 9a23 ei | 10b19 εἴπερ | 7 
morph.; transl. the Gr. gen. 
absolute 
lyt 
layta Si‘ri {6a16b} ἀξιώσειεν ἄν | 
10a24 morph.; transl. the interr. 
sense in πόϑεν = ya laita širi 
10416 άρα 
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lys 7a3, 761, 7b8, 8a3, 8b4, 8b7 
laysa (a) neg. of existential εἰμί, (8b6), 8b18, 9a13, 9a14*, 9b4, 


(a1) expressed 4b23, 508 οὖν 
ἂν εἴη | 5444 μὴ εἶναι (a2) not 
expressed 5b20 οὗ (sc. ἐστί) 

= laysa Say’an 10a17 μηδέν 
(sc. ἐστί) (Ar. read μηδέν 

for μηδ᾽ ἐν) | 10218 οὐδέν 

(sc. ἐστί) (Ar. read οὐδέν for 
οὐδ᾽ ἐν) = laysa $ay'un 2 
μηδέν (scil. ἐστί) = laysa/wa-là 
4a19-20 οὔτε (scil. ἐστί)/οὔτε 
φαίνεται (b) neg. particle 

4b2, 7b17, 8a1, 8a3, 8a26, 
8b5, 8b16, 9a27, 9b2, 1088, 
1089, 10a23a, 10b6, 11b5 οὐ 

| 6218, 7b20, 10825, 10b24b 
μή | 4423, 5012, 6a11, 8a15b, 
802, 10b18 οὐ in οὐδείς | 5a2o, 
1149 οὐ in οὐδαμοῦ, οὐθαμῶς 
| 4b4b οὐ in οὐδέ = laysa 
bi-/wa-la/(wa-la) 5a8, 8b7 
μὴ/μηδέ/(μηδέ) = laysa hada 
6a15a sem. metathesis; affirm. 
/ neg. transformation: ἕτερος 
= laysa bi-wahidin bal aktaru 
min wahidin 5a16 (5a15) sem. 
amplif. & metathesis; affirm. / 
neg. transformation: πλείων 


lyq 


alyaqu 9422 (9a21) οἰκειότερον 
adv. 


ma indef. encl. 406, 4bı4a, 5a1, 
6a20?, 8a19!, 8b17, 9a20, 
10816, 10419, 11a2, 11b25 
(11b24) τις, τι = muddatun 
ma 6a18, 6019 sem. amplif. τι 
8a19? sem. amplif.; add. acc. to 
sense 

mà interr. 4a17, 7b7 (7b8), 9a26, 
1082 τίς, τί = in expr. mà huwa 
$-Say’u 8b22 τὸ τί ἦν εἶναι. 

ma pron. (a) transl. Gr. pron. 
(a1) transl. the neuter article 
5a13b, 5b4a, 5b26b!, 6b19?, 


9b20*, 10b16, 11a15, 11a17a, 
11a17b, 11a21, 11a25 (11a24), 
11b14, 11b26 τό, τά | 7 
(6426), 7a6a và in và ἄλλα 

= in mà yuStahä 5b4b sem. 
amplif.; transl. và in the implied 
ἕκαστον (sc. τῶν ὀρεκτῶν) = 
sem. ampl.; add. acc. to sense 
8a16 (a2) transl. relative pron. 
9a21, 9b23b, 1126 ὧν | 11b24 6 
| huwa ma 6a19 ὅπερ | 4219 & 
in καϑάπερ = in ma yumkinu 
an yaküna ‘alayhi 8a4 6 τι (a3) 
transl. correlative pron.: 9b27 
ὅσος = kullu mà 11a13 ὅσα 

= in bi-qadri ma 6a27 transl. 
the indef. subst. indicated by 
ὅσος in adv. ὅσον, and by 
τόσος in 000110 = 11522 
οἷος (a4) transl. demonstr. 
pron.: periphr.; in expr. mà 

ana qà'iluhü (... anî) 5b1o 
οὗτος | 6a5 ὅδε | 5b19 sem. 
amplif.; add. acc. to sense (a5) 
other pron.: in mà huwa aydan 
{7a22} αὐτός = in kullu mà fihä 
{7a20} ἕκαστος, misreading Ev 
ἕκαστον for ἕνεκά vov in the 
Greek (7a21) (a6) sem. amplif.; 
in bi-manzilati ma 4a21b, 
8026 οἷον | 8a12, 9a3, 10a12 
καθάπερ (GALex 11,25 2 
) | 9b13 (9b12) ὥσπερ (b) 
morph.; transl. the morph. of 
subst. used as adj. : ma yuhtagu 
ilayhi wa-yuntafa'u bihi 4a20 
ἀξιόχρεως = mà là yaqa u 

fihi bahtun 6a3 ἀζήτητον = 
ma yastahiqqu an yusaddaqa 
bihî 7b18 ἀξιόπιστον = mà 
yahfä 5a17 sem. metathesis; 
affirm. / neg. transformation 
ἀφανής = mà là tanähä 6b1 
sem.; etym. ἄπειρον = aktaru 
ma 947 πλεῖστον = mimmä 
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yurtabaku fihi 9b1-2 ἄπορον 
- mà huwa aqdamu 10b25 
πρότερος = mimmä yagibu 
an yütaqa bihi 10b27a πιστόν 
(c) sem. amplif.; in other para- 
/periphr. uses: mimmä yagri 
aydan hada |-πιαδτᾶ 1 
ἔτι - ma yadhulu fi 8b8 eic = 
‘ala ma yanbagi 11225 6 
ἔτυχεν = in mà nagidu dälika 
{5b5}, (6a20!] add. acc. to sense 
| 11a16 sem. amplif.; add. w. 
ref. to mà at 11a15 (d) Ar. synt; 
add. in construction mà ... min 
... 8a4, 10b4, 11b1 e£ in min aš- 
Sana‘ati mà huwa abda‘u 6 
ἔτι πλέον TO παράδοξον (e) in 
other expr.: bi-ma — bi-, fi-ma 
ahsibu — hasiba, ma hala — 
hala, ‘ala mà — ‘ala, ka-ma + 
ka-, li-ma — li- 
mtl 

mitlun = mitla 6b1, 6b2, 11b14 
οἷον | 7a2 καθάπερ | 3 
ὥσπερ | 8a22, 10a4 sem. 
amplif.; add. acc. to sense = 
mitla dälika 11b17 τοιοῦ- 
τος 

matalun = matalan 4b4a (4032) 
καθάπερ | 7α16, 7a18 ὡς 
εἰπεῖν 

mitalun = w. gen. mitaluht and 
mitalu dalika 9a12, 9b20, 11a9 
olov = in phrase ‘ala mitälin 
wahidin 5a26, 6b8, 8a3 ὁμοίως 
| 10b20 ὡσαύτως = in phrase 
‘ala hada I-mitäli 7a4, 7a16 
ὁμοίως 

mdd 

maddun (I) masdar, w. ila 10b2 
(10b1) προχώρησις 

muddatun = muddatun mà 6bıo 
τι indef. encl. | 6a18 sem. 
amplif.; add. acc. to sense 

maddatun 8a9 ὕλη = in musari- 
kun li-I-mäddati 7a7 morph.; 
transl. ὕλη in ὑλικός 


mdn 
madinatun 8a5 πόλις 
mrr 
marratun = marratan 6a19 (6a20) 
ποτε indef. 
mr 
mari'un 11410 οἰσοφάγος 
mss 
massa (III) 9b15 ἅπτομαι 
misäsun masdar 9b15 ϑιγγάνω 
msk 
amsaka (IV) w. ‘an 6a27 παρα- 
λείπω 
m 
maʻa 5a25c, 5b3a, 6a8, 9b22 ἅμα | 
6b3 ἅμα καὶ | 5b1 µετά | 5b17 
τε | 10a2 πρός | {6a17} ἄρ᾽ 
ἄ[ν] = maʻa dälika 6bo ἔτι δή 
= wa- ... maʻa dälika 5a28b 
ἄλλως τε καί | 9b18 (9b17- 
18) καὶ ἄλλως/καί = wa-ma‘a 
dälika aydan 9a6? sem. amplif. 
καί 
ma‘an 6a4* ἅμα 
m‘n 
am'ana (IV) w. fi 8b16 (8b15) ἐπὶ 
πλέον 
mkn 
amkana (IV) 1148 οἷόν te = 
amkana w. an 8bs, 9a27, 11b5 
οἷόν τε | 4b2 οἷός τε | ob8 
δύναμαι | 9421 ἐνδέχεται = 
mà yumkinu an yaküna 'alayhi 
8α4 ὅ τι 
mumkinun act. part. 7020 
ἐνδεχόμενος 
mlk 
malakun 9411 (τὸ) μέγιστον 
mn! 
man relative pron. 5a13 0 
mn? 
min prep. (a) transl. Gr. prep.: 
5b26b, 6a15b!”, 6a16a, 6a28, 
6b2!?, 6b22, 9b9 ἀπό | 7b10 
(7b9), 106212 (10b20) ἐν | 
6b14, 11b11 &x | 5b27 παρά 
| saga κατά | 11b14 περί 
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mn?: min (continued) ὅτι = wa-mimma yahfä ... 


(b) of source or provenance, 
transl. Gr. pron.: 7a14a τοῖος in 
τοιοῦτος = (9a1, 9a2} ἔνιαι 
(c) morph. (c1) transl. the 

Gr. gen. abs. 6b19* (6b20) 
τῶν (c2) morph.; transl. Gr. 
partitive gen.: mina l-asya'i l- 
Buz'iyyati 8a6 τῶν μεριστῶν 
- mà min hàdihi 9a13 tovtwv 
τά = asbähu hàdihi mina l- 
umüri 9b14 τῶν τοιούτων 

= mina l-asyä’i l-mabsüsati 

... min sa iri l-a$ya'i 11b18- 
19 τῶν αἰσθητῶν... τῶν 
ἄλλων = 10b11, 10017 sem. 
amplif.; add. acc. to sense (c3) 
transl. the Gr. dat.: min datiha 
10b27b τῷ αὐτομάτῳ = min 
harakati w. gen. 10b28a τῇ 
περιφορᾷ (c4) transl. the 

adv. accus.: min agli 10b19, 
11b15 χάριν (c5) transl. the 
adv. suffix -ως: min datiha 
7218 αὐτομάτως = min gihatin 
Satta 9b1 πλεοναχῶς (c6) 
transl. the suffix -ϑεν: hiya 
141 minha 7b9 ὅϑεν = min 
ayyi l-umüri 10424 nöVev = 
min muqaddami w. gen. 11a10 
ἔμπροσϑεν (c7) transl. the 
adj. morph.: mina s-sihhati 
8a16 ἀληθής = min ginsin 
wahidin 9a18 ὁμογενής (d) 
after comparatives 5a11, 

9422 ἤ | 5b15 τῶν = sem. 
amplif.; add. in the transl. of 
comp. adj. 4b18, 5a9, 5a14, 
5816, 5a19, 5a21b, 56912, 
7b19, 8a24, 8a25, 8b4, 8b6, 
9a26, 10b26, 11a11, 11a16, 
11a17b (e) individuating 

use; introducing a subject of 
universal validity in a nominal 
sentence: mina l-bayyini 4b21, 
10413 δῆλον | 4022 φανερὸν 
ὡς | 8bo (8b10) φανερὸν 


anna 5417 ἀφανής = mimmä 
yutahayyaru fihi 5a23 ἄπορον 
= mimma là yaqa'u fihi bahtun 
6a3 ἀζήτητον = mimmà 
yastahiqqu an yusaddaqa bihi 
7b18 ἀξιόπιστον = mina I- 
qabihi 7b23 ἄτοπον = mina 
l-fudüli 8a22 περιεργία-- 
mimma yurtabaku fihi 9b1- 

2 ἄπορον = mimmä yagibu 

an yütaqa bihî 10272 017 
-sem. amplif.; mimmä yagri 
aydan hada |-πιαδτᾶ 10b11 ἔτι 
(f) partitive use (f1) restricting 
universal application: ya$a'u 
mina l-umüri kullihà 6a2 
πάντα βουλόμενον = mina I- 
ibtiláfi 6a5 διαφορά = mimmä 
7bı τά (f2) restricting the 
application of adj.: al-katiru 
mina n-näsi 6a23 ot πολλοί = 
as-Saddu minha 7a2* ὀλίγαι 

= al-musakkalatu minha 7a7 
add. w. ref. to ἐμμόρφους at 
746 = al-ahassu mina l-umüri 
8a24 τὸ χεῖρον = katirun mina 
]-umüri 10a27 (10a28) τὰ 
πλέονα = šay un min gayrihi 
8a20 ἄλλος (g) indicating 
indefiniteness: ‘ala/bi-waghin 
mina l-wugühi 4412, 607, 

9b6 πως | 4b12a ἁμῶς γέ 

πως | 5a16, 7619-20 017 
τινά | οὐϑαμῶς 5a21 = fi 
waqtin mina l-awgäti 5a24b 
ποτε = mawdi'un mina l- 
mawadi‘i 6a237, 9b8 τινός = 

fi mawdi‘in mina I-mawädi‘i w. 
neg. 11a9 οὐδαμοῦ = paraphr.: 
serves to transl. the indef. 
sense of φαίνεται: mimma 
yuhtägu ilayhi wa-yuntafa'u 
bihi 4a20 (4a21) ἀξιόχρεα 
φαίνεται = indef., preceding 

a def. noun (Wright II, $48f, 
Rem. a): bi-tariqin mina t- 
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tasbihi ähara 4b13 transl. the 


müsiqà 7a2 μουσική 


indef. sense in nat ἄλλην mwh 

ὁμοίωσιν (h) in various expr. mä’un = mau l-bahri 10b1 
(hi) min agli Sayin 10a22, ϑάλαττα 

11526 ἕνεκά tov | 10b19 του myz 

χάριν | 11515 τινὸς χάριν tamyizun (II) masdar 9824 
(h2) min Sa’nihi an 9b24a διελεῖν (διαιρέω) 
πέφυκε = min Sa’nihian myl 


yaküna 6a21 τυγχάνω (13) 
kullu wahidin min 5b4b, 
7811, 7417, 9811 (9a10), 
9415, 9018, 10a2 £xaotoc = 
kullu wahidin minha ... al- 
äharu 5418 ἕκαστος = kullu 
wahidin minhumä .. al-äharu 
4a12 ἑκάτερος (GALex 1,64 
$3.4) (i) sem. amplif.; add. 
epexegetically (li-t-tabyin: 


mila (I) w. ilà 11a3 ἔχω 


nbt 

nabatun (I) (a) masdar 10b10 
ἔχφυσις (b) nabatun, pl. 
nabatatun 7a22, 7b4, 8b27, 
9a14, 10a5, 10a13, 10b21 
φυτόν = in phrase bayna 
l-hayawäni wa-n-nabati 
{7a22} mistranslation of 


Wright 11,137 $48g): ‘ala l-itläqi πομφόλυξ 

min al-qawli 4b20 ὡς ἁπλῶς ntr 

εἰπεῖν = al-mahsüsatu minha mantürun (I) pass. part. 7a14b 
(sc. al-asyä’i) 6b8 αἰσθητά = κεχυμένος 

gayruha mimma huwa aqdamu ngm 

10b25 ἕτερος πρότερος (j) munaggimun (II) act. part. 5a22b 
sem. amplif.; add. acc. to the ἀστρολόγος 


requirements of Ar. synt., in ma 
... min construction: 884, 806, 
10b4, 11b1 (k) sem. amplif; 
added acc. to sense: 5a17 min 
amrihä; 6a25 min hädayni; 
8b15 Say’un min; 9423 Say'un 
mina l-a$yà'i (1) w. verbs or 
verbal nouns: — hilwun, 

— qaribun, — imtana‘a, — 
tanaqqulun (m) in phrases: 
min tariqi anna — tariqun = 
min qibali, min qibali an/na — 
gibalun 


(na&mun) pl. nugümun = in 
phrase sina‘atu n-nugümi 
9b27, 1045 ἀστρολογία 

nhn 

nahnu 4422 ἡμεῖς = in hend. 
nahnu anfusunä 9b12 
ἡμέτερος = as expressed in 
the personal suffixes of verbs 
and the attached pron. annä, 
inna 5b21, 5b23 (5b24), 9b19 
sem. amplif.; personalizing 
the impersonal expression 
in Gr. = 8b15 sem. amplif.; 


mnd add. to refer to the implied 
mundu 11b24 &x subject of the circumst. 
mn‘ clause 
mana‘a (I) 6a11 κωλύω nhw 
mani‘un act. part.; as indef. nahwun, pl. anhä’un = morph.; 
subject of the same verb 6a11 in hend. w. ‘ala transl. the adv. 
εἷς in οὐϑέν suffix -ως: ‘ala hada n-nahwi 
imtana‘a (VIII) w. min 5b28 5a10 οὕτως | ‘ala anhä’in Satta 


χωλύομαι 8209 πολλαχῶς 
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nzl 
manzilatun = bi-manzilati w. 
gen. or mà 6824, 8a12, 8b3, 
9a3, 10a12, 10b8, 10b11, 
11a21 καϑάπερ (GALex IL25 
$22.1.2) | 4a21b, 8626, 6 
(10a15) oiov | 7a14b, 9b12 
ὥσπερ | 8a5 ὡς ἄν | 8a6 ὡς ἄν 
sem. amplif., add. acc. to sense 
nsb 
nasaba (I) = nusiba pass. part. w. 
ila 5b6* morph.; transl the dat. 
case in ἐμψύχοις 
mansübun pass. part. = al-kitabu 
l-mansübu ila Tym'ws 6527 
sem. amplif. Τίμαιος 
(nisbatun) pl. nisabun 4423, 7212 
8a14a λόγος 
ntq 
nutqun (I) masdar = in dà nutqin 
7018 λόγος in λογώδης 
nzr 
nazara (I) 12a1 sem. amplif.; add. 
w. ref. to the preceding ϑεωρία 
= 1026 sem. amplif.; add. acc. to 
sense 
nazarun masdar 9b13 βλέπειν = 
w. fi 9b14 (9b15), 12a1 θεωρία 
= in expr. ista'mala n-nazara 
7216 λαμβάνω = in expr. ga‘ala 
nazarahü 646 (6a7) ἀναφέρω- 
6b4 add. acc. to sense 
nazirun act. part., used w. its 
masdar 6a6 τις 
(nazirun) pl. naza'iru 10b6 
παρόμοιος 
nzm 
manzümun (I) pass. part. 7b7 
τεταγμένος 
nizàmun 7212, 7423, 11018 τάξις 
| 11b4 τάξις in ἄτακτος | 5 
ἀπηρτισμένος = an-nizämu 
1147 τὸ τεταγμένον = ‘ald 
nizämin 11b21 τὸ τεταγμένον 
nfs 
nafsun, pl. anfusun (a) soul 5b1, 
5b3a, 5b9, 602 ψυχή | 502, 


5b7, 7a17, 11416, 11a17b 
ψυχή in ἔμψυχος | 7417, 
9815, 114178, {10021} ψυχή 
in ἄψυχος| 5b4a sem. amplif; 
add. w. ref. to ψυχή at 5b3a 
(b) self, w. attached pron. 
48423, 4b22, 6a13, 9a8 αὑτός 
reflexive = 4b4a, 7b23 (7b22), 
948, 9817, 9b10, 9014, 9516, 
10b24b αὐτός intensive = 
in hend. nahnu anfusuna 
9b12 ἡμέτερος (c) synt. 
6b21 expresses the emphasis 
generated by inverted Gr. word 
order 
nf 
intafa'a (VIII) c. bi- 4420-21 sem., 
etym.; transl. the component 
χρέος (or χρεία) in ἀξιόχρεως 
nql 
tanaqqulun (V) masdar, w. min 
10bs (10b6) μεϑίσταμαι 
intigälun (VII) masdar 5b26a 
µεταβολή 
nuglatun 708, 8a15a μετάβασις 
nhw/y 
tanaha (VI) - in ma lā tanähä 6b1 
sem., etym. πέρας in ἄπειρον 
tanahin masdar = in al-hurügu 
'ani t-tanàhi 11b3 sem., etym. 
πέρας in ἄπειρον 
intaha (VIII) w. ila 10a25 
τελευτάω | 9b2 µέχρι | 
9414 add. acc. to sense to 
complement bi-aharatin 
nihayatun, pl. nihayatun 11a24 
ἄκρον = in ma là nihayata lahü 
9b4 πέρας in ἄπειρον 
nw 
naw'un, pl. anwa‘un 4b8, 8b2o, 
1024, 10b23a εἶδος 


h’ 
hädä (a) transl. Gr. demonstr. and 
other pron. 4b11b, 4b20, 4b21, 
5a6, 5b20, 681501, 6a19, 607, 
6b17, 8a21, 8b19, 9a1, 9a6, 
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9a13, 9b1, 9b16 (9b17), 10b18, 
10b27, 10b24b, 11a1b, 11b23, 
11b27 οὗτος | 5a26a, 9b13 
ἐκεῖνος | 10a8 ὁ demonstr. 
pron. | 6a221, 8b8, [10217] 
ὅδε| 542, 8427 τοιοῦτος | 8a8, 
1143 τοιόσδε | 10420 (10419) 
νῦν = dalika/hada 9b6-7, 957 
6/6 in ὃ μέν/ὁ δέ = hada l- 
ma‘na 642, 6a14, 7bs sem. 
amplif. τοῦτο, ταῦτα = hada 

... al-muSaru ilayhi 6421 sem. 
amplif. ὅδε = hada $-Say'u 
l-musäru ilayhi 8a17 sem. 
amplif. τόδε = laysa hada 6a15a 
sem. metathesis; affirm. / neg. 
transformation ἕτερος = sa'iru 
s-subuli ma hala hadihi s-sabili 
6b19 sem. amplif. ἐκεῖναι 

(sc. at μέθοδοι) = {11a20} 
misreading in Ar. of oo as 

ov (b) transl. Gr. relative 

adv.: fi hadihi s-sabili 6b21 
ἔνθα = fi hada I-mawdi'i 6 
ἐνταῦθα (c) in expr. denoting 
similarity: ‘ala hada l-mitäli 
784, 7416 ὁμοίως = ‘ala hada 
l-waghi 4b17 οὕτως = ‘ala 
hada n-nahwi 5a10 οὕτως = 
asbahu hadihi mina l-umüri 
9b14 τοιοῦτος = yagri hada |- 
magra 9a4, 11a14 οὕτως | 4b19 
(4b18) τοιοῦτος = mimma 
yagri aydan hada |-magra 
10011 sem. amplif. ἔτι (d) sem. 
amplif.; added in the transl. of 
comp. or superl. adj.: awwalu 
hadihi 4b5 πρῶτον = awdahu 
min hadihi 4018 σαφεστέρως 
= ablagu min hada l-qawli 5a14 
πλείων = abda'u min hada 
804, 8b6 παραδοξότερος, 
πλέον παράδοξον (6) sem. 
amplif.; added to refer to an 
understood antecedent 5a24a, 
5b18, 6a23, 7a17, 7b22, 8a22, 
9415, 9a20, 9826, 1037, 1183, 


hl 


hw 
huwa (a) transl. Gr. pron. huwa 


11b15, 11b19, 11b20 =in 
phrase hada ‘ala anna 5b12 
καίπερ | 10a9, 11b1 (11b2) 
καίτοι (f) sem. amplif.; add. 
acc. to sense 6a25, 6b18, 7a10b, 
8b11, 9b17, 10a23b = used to 
mark a subst. foll. by an article 
in attributive position preceding 
an adj. hadihi š-šahwatu llati 
hiya afdalu $-Sahawäti 5a20 
ὄρεξις ἡ ἀρίστη 


ha’ula’i pl. 6425 morph.; transl. 


the pl. morph. of the part. 
γεννήσαντες 


hähunä = in hend. kana hahuna 


4b6, 9a18 (9a19) εἰμί (there is) 
= {5a28b}, 8a20 sem. amplif.; 
add. to express the implied 

or understood existential εἰμί 
(there is) 


hal in indirect questions 6a13 εἰ | 


6023 (6b24) πότερον = hal/aw 
4b7-8, 5b13, 5b19-20, 647-9 
πότερον/ῆ | (10a16]-17 εἴτε/ἤ 


lladi 4b5 ὅσπερ = huwà mà 
6a19 ὅπερ = mà huwa aydan 
7a22 αὐτός (b) sem. amplif.; 
add. as the implied subject of 
the sentence 4b23, 5a4a, 5as, 
5821, 5b6, 5b7, 5b8, {6a4}, 6a5, 
7a8, 8a22, 8a25, 8a26, 8b14 

(c) sem. amplif.; copulative 
pronoun (damir al-fasl) 4b7, 
4b11b, 4b21, 4b22, 5a15, 6b16, 
6b21, 6b28, 8a13, 8a20, 9a11, 
9426, 10a8, 1089, 104234, 
10b25, 10b27a, 11a15, 11a20, 
11b26 (d) sem. amplif.; transl. 
the implied copula: mä huwa 

fi gayati l-fadilati 552661 τὸ 
ἄριστον sc. ὄν = huwa afdalu 
5b27 κάλλιον = mà huwa 
ahassu 708 τὸ χεῖρον = huwa 
a‘zamu 7b19 (7b18) μείζων 
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hw: huwa (continued) 
= huwa abda‘u 8b6 πλέον 
παράδοξον (e) in expr. ‘ala 
ma huwa 'alayhi 4b15a ὥσπερ 
ἂν ei = mà huwa S-Say’u 8522 
τὸ TL ἦν εἶναι 
hwy 
hawä’un 702, 11b17 ἀήρ 
hy 
hiya = transl. Gr. εἰμί: 4422, 6a7 
(6a8) εἰμί | 10a7 ἂν εἴη | 
11425 (11426) ὄντα = transl. 
Gr. pron.: 4423 αὐτά = sem. 
amplif.; add. as the implied 
subject of the sentence 60231”, 
8b3, 8b21, 8b23 =sem. amplif.; 
copulative pronoun (damir al- 
fasl) 4418, 4a20, 4b11b, 4b18, 
4b20, 5a2, 5a9, 5a20, 5b22, 
6a9, 6b17, 7a7, 8a9, 8b27, 9a2, 
9b3, 1047, 10816, 10417, 8 
- — wa-hiya 
hy’ 
tahayya'a (V) w. li- 8b14 δύναμαι 
= w. bi- 11413 χάριν adv. 


w 
wa- (a) transl. xal (αι) abs. 4a14, 

4215, 4a17, 4b4, 405, 4067, 
4b14a, 4b20, 5a2, 5a10, 5a15, 
5a16 (5a15?), 5a17°, 5a26b, 
5a28b, 5b2, 556912, 5b18, 5b20, 
5b25b, 6a3, 6a8, 6a9, 6a11, 
6814, 6818, 6a25 (6a24?), 
682633, 6612, 6022, 6031, 6b4! 
(6033), 6043, 658, 60ο’ (6082), 
60ο”, 6b20, 6023, 6025, 6028. 
7821, 7811, 7412133, 7a13}, 
7817, 7823, 7021, 707, 7012, 
7018, 7023, 8a5, 8a9, 8420, 
8424, 802, 80111, 8022 (8021). 
984127, 981413. 9824, 93252, 
953 (902), οὓς, 9b15', 9b19, 
9b27 (95267), 10a3?, 1047, 
10210, 10812, 10813, 10815, 
10418, 10822, 10424, 10011, 
10025, 1003, 10b4! (10b3?), 


10042, 10b5!, 10b16, 10b17! 
(10b16?), 10b17?, 10b20, 
10b26, 11a2, 1184, 1186, 1187, 
11a18a (11417), 11a19!, 11a25, 
11427, 11b3, 11b12, 11b20, 
12a1 καί | 8014 καὶ in κἄν | 
5b22 οὐ µόνον... ἀλλὰ καί 

| 4b5, 6a19 -περ | 11a18b 

καί in the MSS, corrected 

to κἄν in the edition (a2) in 
combinations: - /wa 4b16, 7a6a 
(7a5), 8b10-11, 10a9-10a10!, 
1124, 11b17, 11b25 καί/καί 

| 8a23, 10b6, 10b10! καί/δέ 

= wa-/wa- 5a7-8, 11b26-27 
(11b26) καί/καί = -/wa-/wa- 
7422 (7a21-22), 7b4, 9a5294— 
61, 9b26, 10b23a (10b22-23), 
11b4 (11b3-4) καί/καί/καί 

= wa-li-dalika 9b15 διὸ xai 

= wa-min qibali dalika 11b7 
διὸ καί = wa- ... maʻa dälika 
9b18 (9b17-18) xai ἄλλως 

-. KO... wa-... aydan 5a17! 
(5a16) καί | 7a15b-16 και... 
δέ (a3) sem. amplif.: wa-ka- 
dalika yagri l-amru 7a2 xai = 
wa-ka-dälika 9b17 xai = wa- 
maʻa dälika aydan 9467 καί 
(b) transl. δέ (b1) abs. 402, 
4b6!, 4b13, 4b20, 5a2, 5823. 
5b3a!, 5b10, 5b19, 5b26b, 
6a12, 6b5!, 6b9?, 6b13, 6b14, 
6b15, 6b16, 6b17 (6b18), 
6b20, 6b21, 6b24 (6b23), 

781, 7a3', 7a10b, 7a19, 7b14, 
7b19, 7b22, 7b23, 8a8, 8a19, 
8421, 8427, 8b6, 8b11?, 8b20, 
8b24a, 8b27°, 9a4, 981 81”, 
9a20, 9821, 98251, 9826, 

9b6, 9b13, 916,922, 25, 
10b7, 10b11, 10b24a (10b20), 
11813, 11a17a, 11a18b, 11a19?, 
11b5, 11b12, 11b16?, δέ wo. 
preceding μέν | 5b12 δέ in 
οὐϑέν | 6bs, 606, 8b1, 9b24a, 
11415, 11b8 (11b7) δέ in οὐδέ 
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| 5a8, 8071 δέ in μηδέ | 4413, 
409 δ᾽ οὖν | 5a8, 7a4, 8b4 ἔτι 
δέ (02) in combinations: wa-la 
6b5, 6b6, 8b1, 9b24, 11415, 
11b8 (11b7) οὐδέ = -/wa- 
6b21, 7a11-13?, 7b11-12, 
8b2, 8bo, 8b13, 9a2, 9b6-7!, 
9b7?, 10826, 11a8! (11a5-7) 
μέν/δέ = -/wa-/wa- 6a21-22, 
726-7, 938-9 μέν/δέ/δέ = wa- 
/wa-aydan {4b16-17} μέν/δέ 
(see note to the Ar. transl.) (c) 
transl. τε (ει) abs. 6033, 3 
te | 5a19? τε in εἴτε | 4a20 τε 
in οὔτε | 80182 te in μήτε | 
5a12b ἅμα ... τε καί (c2) in 
combinations: -/wa- 8b17- 

18 te/te | 5a26, 8b21, 9b3-4, 
9b20, 10427 TE/XaL= wa-/wa- 
8b21-22 τε/τε = -/wa-/wa- 
/(wa-) 4a22, 10b13 (10b12-13) 
te καί/καί | 5a7-8 (5a6-7), 
10a1-3 te/xai/xoat = lam/wa- 
là 1115 οὔτε/οῦτε (d) transl. 
T: 10b13, 10b?, 10b10? ἤ = wa- 
la‘alla 9b1 1] = wa-ka-dalika 
10b4 ἤ (in the MSS, emended 
to ᾗ in the edition) (e) circumst. 
waw (hal), transl. various Gr. 
structures: wa-hiya llati minha 
759 ὅϑεν δή = wa-hiya llati 
8a6 ὃν δή = wa-qad tuhragu 
8a11 καὶ ἀγόμενον (f) sem. 
amplif.; add. to join the two 
members of a hend.: yubtagu 
ilayhi wa-yuntafa'u bihî 4a21a 
ἀξιόχρεα = qadafa wa-aqsa 
5b21 ἀπεωσμένα = ingata‘a 
wa-nhalla 6a18 παύομαι- 
ahaqqu wa-awla bi- 6b26 
μάλιστα δέον = awlà wa- 
ahaqqu bi- 6b28 οἰκειότατον 
- yatba'u wa-yalzamu 7a3 
συνακολουθέω = mulä’imun 
wa-hässun 10a10 0178106 = 
mu$tarifatun wa-ta$a"ubun 
(10b1?] ἀνάρροια = lazima wa- 


wtq 


tabi‘a 11b16! χατακολουϑέω 
(g) add. as required by the Ar. 
synt.: 5a3, 5a24b, 6a4, 6a13, 
6b10, 6b18, 7a6b, 8a26, 8b16, 
80263, 80273, 9a12!, 9b20!, 
10b5?, 11a9, 11a20 (h) in 
combinations: wa-dalika anna 
— dälika, wa-in — in, wa-qad 
— qad, laysa ... wa-la — laysa, 
ba‘d ... wa-ba‘d — ba‘dun, 


immä/wa-immä — imma 


"watiga (I) w. bi- 10627 πείϑομαι, 


wgb 
wagaba (I) w. an 7b20, 10b20 


πέποιϑα in πιστός 


(10b19) δεῖ = 10b27a morph.; 
transl. the verbal adj. suffix -τος 
in πιστόν = in hend. wagaba 
darüratan an 8b19 ἀνάγκη = 
fa-yagibu an 5a4a sem. amplif. 
for ὥστε 


wagibun act. part. = wagiban 6b21 


εὐλόγως = bi-l-wagibi 7b10 
εἰκότως 


awgaba (IV) 643 ἀξιόω 
wed 
wagada (I) (a) act.; in various 


paraphr. uses: nagidu 5b21, 
6a23 νῦν | 5b23 συμβαίνει | 
7a1, 11b12 φαίνεται | 11b16 
sem. amplif.; add. w. ref. to 
φαίνεται at 11b12 =ka-mä 
nagidu dälika 5b5 sem. amplif. 
for ὥσπερ | 10a27 sem. amplif. 
for καϑάπερ = fa-inna qad 
nagidu 10a25 xai δή (b) 
wugida pass. 6a4 εἰμί | 8a26 
γίνομαι | 943 sem. amplif.; add. 
for the implied copula | 10b11 
sem. amplif.; add. acc. to sense 


wugüdun masdar 8a13 οὐσία | 


4b16 ἔστιν | 8a2* οὖσιν | 
ὑπάρχειν | 1241 sem. amplif.; 
add. for the implied copula | 
{8a2} sem. amplif.; add. as the 
supposed referent of the article 
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wgd: wugüdun (continued) 


ἡ = in hend. takawwunun 
wa-wugüdun 11a18a-18b τὸ 
εἶναι = in phrase wugüduhü 
fi 4a18, 4b9, 4b10, 5b6, 8a23, 
9a1 sem. amplif.; transl. the 
concept of existence implied in 
the Gr. prep. ἐν (cf. Ross 65 ad 
loc.) 


mawgüdun pass. part. 8a10!*, 


wgh 


8a10?, 83117}, 8b7! ὄν = al- 
mawgüdu 8b5, 8bo τὸ ὄν = 
al-asya’u l-mawgüdatu 6a11, 
8a9 τὰ ὄντα = al-mawgüdatu 
6b17, 12a1 τὰ ὄντα = kana 
mawgüdan 8a17 ὑπάρχω 

| 8b7? γεγονός = innahü 
mawg$üdun 8b2 τὸ eivai = 
yakünu maw$üdan 8b7? 
μέλλον sc. εἶναι = al-gawlu 
bi-annahü mawgüdun 8a15b 
sem. amplif. τὸ εἶναι 


gihatun, pl. gihätun 9a20, 9a24 


(9a23), 10a19 τρόπος = min 
gihatin Satta 9bı πλεοναχῶς = 
gihatani 11a4 Ótovaouóc 


waghun, pl. wugühun 581612 


whd 


262012 (7b19), 9a11 (9a12) 
τρόπος = in waghun mina l- 
wugühi 5a21 ἁμός in οὐϑαμῶς 
= morph.; in hend. w. ‘ala 
transl. the adv. suffix -ως: ‘ala 
hada l-waghi 4b17 οὕτως | 
‘ala wugühin katiratin 9410 
πλεοναχῶς = in phrase bi- 
waghin mina l-wugühi w. neg. 
οὐϑαμῶς 5a20 = in phrase ‘ala 
waghin mina l-wugühi 4a12, 
607 πως | 4b12a ἁμῶς γέ πως 
| 5a16a, 7b20 (7b19-20), 6 
τρόπον τινά 


wahidun (a) abs. 4b7-8, 5a7, 


5a17b μία, ἕν | 5b12 ἕν in 
οὐδέν | 4b11b sem. amplif; 
add. for the implied µία = al- 


wst 


wahidu 5a26b, 5a28a, 6a24, 
602, 11b3 τὸ Ev | [7a21] τὸ £v, 
misreading τὸ Ev ἕκαστον for 
τὸ ἕνεκά tov in the Gr. (b) in 
expr. denoting identity: min 
ginsin wahidin 9a18 óuóc 

in ὁμογενής = wähidun bi- 
‘aynihi 5aı8, 9a4 ὁ αὐτός 

= halun wahidatun 10b20 
ταὐτά = ‘ala mitälin wähidin 
5026, 6b8, 8a3 ὁμοίως | 

10b20 ὡσαύτως (c) in expr. 
denoting multiplicity: aktaru 
min wähidin 5a19 πλείων = 
laysa bi-wahidin bal aktaru 
min wahidin 5a16 (5a15) 
πλείων (d) in expr. transl. 

Gr. ἕκαστος and ἕκάτερος 
denoting individuals: kullu 
wahidin min 5a18, 5b4b, 7a11, 
7a17, 9a11 (9a10), 9a15, 9b18, 
1042 €xaotos = kullu wahidin 
8026 ἕκαστος = wähidun 
wähidun 1144 ἕχαστος = kullu 
wahidin minhumäj/al-äharu 
4a12 ἑκάτερος (GALex 1,64 
$3.4) 


wasatun 11a24 µέσος = al-wasatu 


wsf 


5b12 τὸ μέσον | 11425 sem. 
amplif.; add. w. ref. to µέσος at 
11424 


` waşafa (I) 5a7 (5a8) ἀποδίδωμι | 


6b11 (6b10) εἴρηται 


wasfun masdar 5a10 ἀποδίδωμι 


wsl 


in ἀποδοτέον |4a23 sem., 
etym.; transl. περι- in περι- 
τίϑημι (see note to the Arabic 
transl.) 


ittasala (VII) w. bi- 4b2, 4b19 


συνάπτω | 6a17 sem. amplif.; 
add. acc. to sense 


ittisalun masdar 4a14 ovvagy = 


ittisalun w. bi- 4a20 συναφή 


muttasilun act. part. 5a3 συνεχής 


wdh 
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‘awdaha (IV) 4b12a ἐμφαίνειν 


wd‘ 


awdahu 4b18 σαφέστερος in 


σαφεστέρως 


"wada‘a (I) 11a3 τίϑημι | 4423 


wfq 
ittifaqun (VIII) masdar 11b14 


sem., etym.; transl. τίϑημι 

in περιτίϑημι (see note to 

the Arabic transl.) | 6b23 
ὑποτίϑεμαι | 11b2 moto = 
wudi‘a pass. 9a9 ὑπόχειμαι in 
ὑποκείμενον 


wad'un masdar 1082 (1083) 


ϑέσις 


mawdi‘un pass. part. 9 


ὑποκείμενον 


mawdi'un, pl. mawadi‘u (a) abs. 


5b25b!, 10b11 τόπος | 11a24 
χώρα (b) sem. amplif. (bi) 
transl. indef. τι in context: 
mawdi'un tuhuttiya 6a3 
ὑπερβατόν τι = mawdi'un 
mina l-mawadi‘i 602312, 8 
τινός (b2) transl. the subst. 
implied by the article t6 8b15 
mawdi'un (53) stands for a 
subst. implied by the pron. 
hada l-mawdi'u 5a6 οὗτος 

(c) paraphr.; in various expr.: 
fi mawdi‘in mina 1-1 
w. neg. 11a9 οὐδαμοῦ = 

laysa hadà mawdi'ahü 6a15a 
ἕτερος = fi mawädi‘a katiratin 
10424 πλεονάκις = mawdi'u 
hayratin 10b24b ἄπορον = 
ayyu mawdi'in 9b2 πόσος = fi 
hada l-mawdi'i 7b6 ἐνταῦϑα 
= fihi mawdi‘u talabin wa- 
bahtin 5b11 ἐπιζητέω-- 
mawdi'u ta$akkukin 6a6 ἂν 
ἀπορήσειεν | 8a21 ἀπορία (d) 
sem. amplif. 1901, 1002 add. 
acc. to sense 


τυγχάνω | 5419 τὸ σύμφωνον 
| 8a4 σύμφωνος ἑαυτῷ = 


in hend. al-ittifaqu wa-l- 
‘aradu 10a26 σύμπτωμα in 
συμπτωματικῶς 


wafa’un (I) masdar, w. bi- 4b17 
ἀποδίδωμι 
wat 
waqtun, pl. awqatun 7b3 ὥρα = in 
phrase fi waqtin mina l-awgäti 
5a24b mote indef. encl. 
wq' 
waqa‘a (I) w. fi 9b16 ἔστιν (there 
is) | 6a3 morph.; transl. the 
verbal adj. suffix -τος in 
ἀξήτητος = qad waqa'a 8b17 
sem. amplif.; expresses the 
implied emphatic statement 
of fact = waqa'a abs. 9824 
sem. amplif.; add. acc. to 
sense 
awqa'a (IV) 8b12 ὑποβάλλω 
wqf 
wagafa (I) w. ‘ala 8b1o (8b11) 
ϑεωρέω | 8025 συνοράω | | 4 
ἐπίσταμαι | 1142 λαμβάνω in 
ληπτέον | 947 sem.amplif.; add. 
w. ref. to ἐπίσταμαι = waqafa 
abs. 6b10 sem. amplif.; add. 
acc. to sense 
wuqufun masdar, w. ‘ala 9a10 
add. acc. to sense 
wld 
walada (I) 6a25 γεννάω 
wallada (II) 7b5 γεννάω 
tawallada (V) 7b4 (705) γένεσις 
tawalludun masdar 6b15, 10b17 
γένεσις 
wly 
waliya (I) = yalî 5b12 περὶ (sc. 
εἶναι) 
awla 5a10 μᾶλλον = al-awla 4b8 
εὐλογώτερον = al-awlä fi l- 
qiyasi 4a13* morph. and etym.; 
transl. the prefix adv. εὖ and the 
comp. degree in εὐλογώτερον 
= awlä bi- 5b9, 11b17 μάλιστα 
= in hend. ahaqqu wa-awla 
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wly: awla (continued) y 
bi- 6526 μάλιστα δέον = in yà = γᾶ layta širi 10216 Gea 
hend. awlà wa-ahaqqu bi- 6b28 ysr 
οἰκειότατον yasirun 6a5 μικρός | 10b6, 


11a19? ὀλίγος | 11a19! (11418) 
σπάνιος 
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